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PREFACE

This antholaqy is the selectiaon and inclusion of nine
articles that are representative of articles on the sub;ect of
rationale for a US ballistic missile defense (BMD) +rom
1969-1984. For this research, the term anthology is defined
as a collectiaon of related or representative articles. This
anthology serves as a source to simplify the search and
understanding of the rationale for a BMD by reducing the vast
number of articles to a quantity that can provide the reader
representative articles for review.

All of the articles, documents, and books on BMD at the
Air University (AU) Library were not reviewed for this
anthology. 7To limit the writings to a manageable number for
the research project, the author considered articles and
documents that were 25 pages or less in length and can be
found in the AU Library. In addition, the articles and
documents reviewed by the author were unclassified. Over 300
articles on the subject of BMD were analyzed for paotential
inclusion in this anthology. Approximately 80 of those
articles adequately covered the subject. The references for
these articles are at the end of each appropriate chapter to
assist the individual to locate other quality sources for
further research on rationale for a US BMD. The author
analyzed each of the 80 articles and selected the ? articles
that best represented rationale for a BMD.

The project could not have been completed without the
assistance of two individuals at Air University. First, the
spansor for the research, Lt Col Baranowski, provided valuable
guidance that enhanced the quality of the final product. The
author is especially thankful for the encouragement, advice,
and assistance of Major Steve Havron, the project advisor.

His willingness to support this project was essential to
completing the research project.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW
On March 23, 19832, Fresident Reagan stated:

Would it not be better to save lives than avenge
them? . . . What if free people could live secure in
the knowledge that their security did not rest upon
the threat of instant US retaliation to deter a
Soviet attack; that we could intercept and destroy
strategic ballistic missiles before they reached our
own soil or that of our allies? . . . I am directing
a comprehensive and intensive effort to define a
long—term research and development program to begin
to achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the
threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles (12:215;
13:145).

Fresident Reagan’s televised speech about making an effort to
explore new and sophisticated technologies for the development
of United States defensive measures has often been referred to
as the "Star Wars" speech. From these ideas has come the
research program known as the Strateqgic Defense Initiative
(SD1) (10:14). His announcement renewed one of the most
intense and widely debated issues in the US within the last 15
years. Proponents and opponents are vigorously debating the
question of whether or not to develop and deplaoy a ballistic
missile defense (BMD). (NOTE: BMD and Antiballistic Missile
(ABM) are used synonymously in this anthology.? 0One point
that both proponents and oppaonents agree on is that this
question is one of the most vital issues concerning US
national security today. Hawever, it is not a new one.
Interest in this national issue has fluctuated since the late
1960s, but the publications indicate the question has never
been far removed from the surface of the government s or
public’s thoughts. Proponents of a US BMD have written
profusely on the rationale for a BMD. Although the basic
rationale for a BMD remains relatively unchanged since 1949,
specific rationale and the emphasis on different rationale for
a US BMD changed and continues to change as technology,
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domestic concerns, and international developments change.

There is a large quantity of articles that state,
describe, and explain the various rationale from different
perspectives since 1969. Therefore, this anthology. a
collection of related and representative articles, is designed
to capture some of the most representative articles on the
subject. The anthololgy serves as a tool to simplify the
search and understanding of the rationale for a BMD. The
author’s intent is not to evaluate or judge the validity,
appropriateness, or logic of the rationale presented by the
published authors. The intent is to provide a manageable
number of published articles that best mirror the other
articles on this matter. By doing so, the anthology presents
a broad overview of the rationale for a BMD in the US over the
last 15 years.

The anthology is divided into three chronological periods:
Chapter Two consists of three articles from 1969 through 1976,
Chapter Three has three articles from 1977 through 1982, and
Chapter Four presents three articles from 19283 through
September 1984. Each of these chapters starts with a brief
introduction of the major events of the particular period that
may have influenced the authors’® writing. Each article within
the chapter is preceded by a short background on the article’s
author and a concise synopsis of the author’s main points that
state rationale for a BMD. In addition, each chapter includes
a bibliography of related articles published in that time
period. The final chapter, Chapter Five, summarizes the
rationale for a BMD that was documented in the selected
articles for this anthology. The following brief review of
BMD efforts by the US since 1969 provides the basis for
understanding the three time periods and the rationale for a
BMD.

BACKGROUND

On March 14, 1969, newly elected President Nixon renamed
the proposed US BMD system, Sentinel, to Safeguard. More than
just the name was changed. The technical components of the
system remained the same, but the US BMD program was
redirected from a defense af urban-industrial areas to a
primary defense of Minuteman intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) launch facilities (19:93 2:120; 21:150). The
Safeguard system was planned to be a dual layered defense. In
the first layer, the Spartan interceptor would intercept enemy
warheads outside of the atmosphere. The high-speed Sprint
interceptor would be the second layer of defense to eliminate
the warheads that penetrated the first layer of defense and
entered the atmosphere. The system was suppoarted by ground
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radars and computer systems to accomplish acquisition, battle
management, and engagement functions (7:10). Initial
Safeguard complexes were planned for Grand Forks, North Dakota
and Malmstrom Air Force BRase, Montana. However, prior to
development, the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty was
signed. This Treaty, again, changed the US BMD program
(2:120).

The ABM Treaty was a part of the 1972 Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT 1) process in which the US and Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics (USSK) reached an agreement to
limat BMD deployments. The two countries agreed to limit the
number of deployment sites to two; one for defense of the
capital and the other for defense of an ICBM field. In
addition, the number of interceptors were limited to 100. In
1974, the US and USSR signed a protocaol to the ABM Treaty that
limited each nation to only one BMD site and banned
space-based ABM interceptors. The USSR deployed their BMD
around Moscow. The US decided to continue development of the
Safeguard complex only at Grand Forks, North Dakota (9:11).

On October 1, 1975, the Safeguard complex at Grand Forks
became fully operational. Approximately four months later
Congress ordered the close-down of the complex because of high
operating costs and the system’s inability to protect a
significant number of missiles with only 100 interceptors
(9:11; 1:5). Research for better BMD technologies continued,
but not until a search for enhancing the survivability of the
M-X missile came to the nation’s forefront did proponents
appear to begin again to strongly advocate a BMD (7:15-16).
Emphasis was concentrated on the Overlay system (BMD system
made up of layers). The first layer of the system that was
advocated was the Low Altitude Defense System (LOADS). It was
a low-level defense system that could engage reentry vehicles
under 50,000 feet. The higher layer of defense would engage
the reentry vehicles for the first line of defense (11:32-33).
However, President Reagan’s call to begin a search for a
system to render offensive nuclear ballistic missiles
ineffective has given BMD proponents the most current and
strongest impetus to declare and defend the rationale for a US
BMD.

FUNDAMENTAL RATIONALE

Through research for this anthology, the author concluded
that there have been and stil]l are many political., moral,
mi1litary, and econamic reasons stated by authors to develop
and deploy a US BMD. Almost every article reviewed presented
one fundamental argqument for a BMD. The recurring basic
rationale is that a BMD is necessary for deterring a nuclear




war. This rationale took many forms, but the authors usually
attempted to justify their rationale by presenting data on the
perceived threat and US capabilities. The authors questioned
the balance of power between the US and USSR and the
deterrence maintained through only offensive nuclear weapons.
Their conclusion was that a BMD would enhance deterrence and
therefore increase US national security. Many of the other
reasons given for a BMD evolved from this fundamental
rationale and also appeared in a variety of explanations.
Each of the following chapters will document the fundamental
rationale and some of the specific rationale for a US BMD.

"




Chapter Two

SELECTED ARTICLES: 1969-1976

INTRODUCTION

In addition to the increased Soviet threat to the US,
there were four primary events that influenced the authors’
motivation for writing and their rationale for a BMD system
during the 1969-1976 time period. These events were, first,
the change from developing a widespread defense for the
population (Sentinel) to a limited defense for primarily
protecting ICBMs (Safeguard) (21:150); second, the signing of
the ABM Treaty (19:9-10); third, the negative reaction of the
American public to the Vietnam War (5:64); and fourth,
improved US diplomatic relations with China in the 1970s
(17:957,939) .

One of the authors® primary motives for citing rationale
tor a2 US BMD was to justify the need for the Safeguard system.
As opponents criticized and questioned the need for a EMD,
proponents responded with arguments for a BMD like the ones
included 1n this chapter. Most of the rationale presented for
A BMD during this period was and is used as a basis to justify
A US BMD in subsequent years. Some of the rationale is still
used 1n the 1980s. However , these articles present the
rationale with an emphasis that is distinguished by the threat
and events mentioned above.
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must have defensive options at his disposal as well
as offensive or retaliatory ones.

In fact. on national sccurity, political, and moral
arounds, the President’s first alternative should be a
defensive one capable of reducing damage to the
U.S. and saving U S, lives and lowering the risk to
cnemy lives by reducing the temptation or the need
to retadiate. The Sentinel system in particular was
desianed to provide this capability. Because the Safe-
guard uses  the basic
though in different conficuration, it wonld also pro-
vide this defensive option at least to a limited degree,

Some opponents of the Safeguard svstem, while
arguing on greunds of national sccurity and morality,
have anomalously urged instead a doctrine of “launch
on warning.” That doctrine attempts to make a virtue
out of lack of a defensive option; it is the virtual
equivalent of preferring a doomsday machine. Del-
iberately to choose to make “doomsday” possible is
to ask the entire world to be willing to pav too hich
a price for an alleged — but far from clear — im-
provement in stability derived from making nuclear
war “totally” unthinkable.

It is quite conceivable that the first few missiles to
attack the U.S. in a future crisis may be the result
of an accident, a desperate miscaleulation, or an
attempt by some other power to precipitate a nuclear
and the USSR, To the

extent that auelear war s possible at all 3t seens

svstem same components,

exchanve between the US.

basie o national prudence that we should have a
capaetty to defend ourselves against a limited attack.
On the other hand., it is almost bevond eredibility that
adimited defensive capability would seriously endan-
ver a Soviet retaliatory capability and thus destabilize
the strategic balance of mutual deterrence. As Secre-
tary of the Air Force, Dr. Robert Seamans, has said.
the Soviets would have no incentive to increase their
offensive forees if we deploy a limited ABL sestem

unless they wish a capability — or the appearance
of one — to launch a first strike on us.
*

Competition with Domestic Programs. Tt miay still
he arened that whether or not Safecuard enhanees
international stabilitv and national secnrity domestie
prozrams cry ont tor onr attention aned our resontees
with an ureeney that supersedes any sateadnad
acamst an unbikelh noclear war by deliberate attack
accudent

o bn Unfortunately, there s no objective

soale o Terme of wineh we can vank o natonal
pronties or deternmne wlat is areasonable trade-oti
between domestic and national security expenditures.
Na one can deny that the allocation of resources

amone the demands pressing on onr national decision

1€

makers is a vexing problem. Every national prowram
must be looked at rigorously on its merits and inats
total context.

Looked at in contest. Safeguard actually represents
a rather small relative claim on national resources
Whether measured by the Fiscal Year 1970 requested
appropriation or by the anticipated five-year ¢ost of
about $10.2 hillion dollars, Safeguard wonld represent
annually something under one-quarter of one pereent
of our gross national product (G.N.P.}Y, On the aver.
age over the next five vears, it wounld be abont twao
to three per cent of the annual defense budeet. There
is no question that £10.2 billion dollars is a laree
amount of money: but we must ask ourselves whether,
in the perspective of the defense budget and our total
gross national product, Safeguard represents a reason-
able investment in international stability and national
security in comparison to alternative programs that
may contribute to the same goals.

During recent years, increases in the defense bud-
get have been due almost totallv to the Vietnam war.
Between 1964 and 1970 the annual dollars spent for
defense will have increased by about 33 per cent.
However. contrary to experience during the Korean
War, the annual pereentages of the Federal Budoet
and the G.NLP. represented by these defense dollars
have not grown: thev have continued to run at about
40-50 per cent of the Budget and 9-10 per cent of
the GONCP. These have heen fairly constant percentaae
fevels since the end of the Korcan War, There s
nothing inevitable about these proportions, and we
st alwavs ask what they refleet about onr national
prioritics. But to sk such a question doces not pre-
judue the answer, IUis a fundamental tederal vespon-
sibility to provide for the common defense. Domestic
tranquillity  and prosperity are also vital goals. but
thev do not depend so exclusively on federal wisdom,
authoritv. and expenditures.

Finallv. it is not so clear that we know either what
money would bhecome availuble us a result of fore-
going expenditnres such as those contemplated for
Safeenard or what to buy with it. There is alimost no
evidence to make us believe that o dollar withheld
trom deferve is comvertible into o dollar that i asaal-
able and nsetul tor domestic progiams, What does
seemn cettuun s that vanons programs, new or oy
puanded to ded st dormestico needs will increasinay
be proposed for tederal tindime, However, one of the
more frostratimes aspocts ob the adional debate that
Alecca e Salermand oo diveraon of cosomrees from
Ieh proviy necds e that little that s desirable and
feasible has vet bheen ottered as tederal prograns to
deal with our domestic problens, Protest against ex-
penditure of tunds for Satequad has too Frequently




that bhevan to emerge in the latter months of the
Johnson Administration. Intelligence on rapidly de-
veloping Soviet capabilities — particularly deploy-
ment of more §S-9 missiles than had been eaxpected
- has eonvineed the  dministration that our stratesie
vetadntors forees will need ore protection e the
s B0 i they now oy i particalan, the
Mondtenm component ol onr sbadeon torces, while
non protected be Jurdemne, will become mereas-
v vuloenble as SS9 mssile acenracies improve
in the ind-1970'.

The present hardening of Minuteman silos is near
the hunit of what is economically feasible with present
technolusy and it is adequate for the current genera-
tion of Sovict strategic missiles. By 1973, however.
the advantages in reducing Minuteman vulnerabili-
ities by hardening will have virtually disappeared if
the Soviet 88-9 missile accuraey develops in the way
that seems probable, and it the nussile carries either
individual or multiple warheads of the megatonnage
that is now possible. The hasic alternatives for recov-
erning the relative protection of the Ninuteman are
to go to superhardening (which is exceedinedy expen-
ave and highiv ditlienlt technologically ) or to go to
an active defense of present Minutenan silos by
tieans of an VB system,

Of comse, another wav of assuring survival of some
nnher of Minuteman nissiles wonkd be to eapand
the size of the Minuteman foree sufficiently to offset
Soviet improvements in missile accuracy and in-
creases i the size of their 8S-9 torce. This latter
altermative is one that seems to be particularly con-
ducive to an arms race since the immediate altesna-
tive available to the Soviets would be to further in-
crease the size of their $8-9 force and so on in an
epanding series.

On the other hand. if active, local defense of all
o1 part of our Minuteman foree can protect some per-
contace of it acainst i sivnificant number of attacking
missiles, the incentives tor the Soviets to increase the
size ot their attacking forces are less compelling.
Moreover, protection of our Mintiteman forees by in
ABAL svstem need not appear threatening to the
Soviets at all sinee AR Ms to protect our Minutemnirn
torces would have no conceivable role in o finst strik:
it the Soviet Union. The same thing cannot be
cud tor an incrcase in the size of our Minuteman
torees. which the Soviets may believe under some
circumstances conld or would be used in a first strike
araist then L therctore, assurance of survival of
A sieniticant pereontage ob our Minuteman forces is
necded, protection by an active defense. that s, by
an A B svsten, seems much the preferable course
trom the Soviet view as well as our own to the otha

alternatives availuble to us — principally that of -
creasing the size of our Minuteman forces,

The legitimate question still remains whoother o
need to protect Minuteman it we have the Polaae/
Poseidon and B-52 torces for rotabiation Inocenerad
iois |n|u|t'l|l to do what we can 1o protect cach of
these forees, independent!y that v shether o
not the others have sutfered o dumnnton of G, o
protechion. As Ndonrad Bickover Do recently sean
there is no reason to believe that the Polans foree s
now in danger of being knocked out in a Sovie
strike. However, the protection of the Polans torce
depends on the concealment and mobility it cnjovs
by virtue of being a submarine-carried force, This
protection is highly vulnerable to a technoloaical
breakthrough in submarine detection and tracking
capabilitics -—— capabilitics the Soviets are hnown to
be working on intensively. The B-32 force is. of
course, highhv vulnerable on airfields. The protection
of either of these forces into the 1975 period cannot
be taken for granted.

Morcover, from the point of view of national com-
mand and control, they suffer in comparison to Min.
uteman forees, one significant disadvantace that de
rives from the saane characteristios that provide then
protection: wonclv: their molahity and remoteness
ke communications with thea more ddiente d
more vulunerable, When the Tinitations o the sub-
marine and B-32 forces are combined with sobe
estimates of their future volnerability as retaliatory
forces. a feasible protection of the Minuteman force
becomes highly desirable.

A Stratecic Defensive Option. Besides this basic
argument for the protection of the stabilitv of the
strategic balance, there is another moral arcument
deriving from the nature of the responsibilities
shouldered by the President.

At present, with almost no active defensave seston,
any attack by any number of noclear forces et
the ULS. presents the President with only the oo
of responding by retudiating with o portion of om
striteaic ollensive forees ar daing victaadlv nothae:
militarily. If a licht nuclear attack were exponencad
this means, first, that the US would have ta absee
whatever damage that attack wonld inthict and. o
ond. that we would be sorely tempted to yespand m
kind, opening an almost inevitable escalation to mor
attack and counterattack. I on the other hand.
President has an ABAL capability that condd ne s
trafize a limited attack or minimize its effect on the
U.S. retaliation would be by no means inevitable As
Panl Nitze has emphasized. in a erisis the Prosident
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IN DEFENSE OF DEFENSE

Robert A, Gessert

Confusion and a deep division within the American
public over the value of an anti-ballistic missile
(ABAML) defense system was reflected in the mid-
summer vote in the Senate to authorize about $900
million for expenditure in fiscal year 1970 for Presi-
dent Nixon's Safeguard A.B.M. system.

During the debate that preceded the Scnate vote,
public and religious presses carried many articles
that presented forceful arguments against the Safe-
guard program. These scem to boil down to two
principal issues of moral concern: it is alleged, first,
that the Safeguard A.B.M. would introduce a de-
stabilizing element into the strategic nuclear balance
just at the time we are attempting to enter negotia-
tions with the Soviet Union for limitation on strategic
annaments; second, that deployvment ot the Safeguard
system would be wastetul ob national resources
needed for pressing domestic problenms.

This paper arsues, rather, that: (1) the Sateauard
AR svstem will help assure the stability of the
strategic balincee in the 1973 period by ensuring our
deterrent capability; (2} in comparison with other
wavs of ensuring our deterrent capability, Safeguard
is ncither wasteful nor a stimulant to the arms ruce;
and (3) judaed on its merits, Safequard is a good
investment in security that should in no way jeopar-
dize domestic proerams that are judged on their
merits,

Streeezic Balance. Sinee the early sixties, the U.S.
has committed itself to maintaining the kind of bal-
ance between the strategic forees of the Soviet Union
and those of the United States that makes a fiest use
of strategic nclear weapons by either side virtually
nuthinkable,

There are nsmy wavs — political. diplomatic, and
pubitny - far the VLS, to convey its conviction that
st strrhe by the USLis unthinkable and henee
plvs o part in onr stratedic intentions. Since Bus-
cian planners st consider o capabilities s well
as o mtentions, we have exercised self-restraant.
Lt tar less of stiateose naclear forces than we

Robert Gessert is with the Research Analy<is Cor-
poration of MeLean, Vao This article has heen ad-
apted from o backgronnd paper presented at the
1909 Conference on Christian Approaches to Defense
and Disarmament in Amersfoort. Netherlands,
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could have bought. The dollars allocated to our stra-
tegic forces have actually decreased by about fifty
per cent over the past decade as we have completed
acquiring the strategic nuclear forces conceived to be
adequate. At present these are designed to ensure
that we could absorb a Soviet attack and still have
sufficient remaining weapons — from our Minuteiman
forces, from our Polaris/Poseidon submarine-launched
forces, and from our B-32 manned bomber forces —
to deal a retaliatory strike against the Soviet Union.

While cach of these strategic systems could have
limited first strike use under some circumstances, we
have deliberately emphasized and purchased those
svstem characteristies that make them useful pri-
marily i the second strike or retaliatory role. More-
over. we have devoted considerable money and tech-
nology to assuring that none of these systems would
need to be innched ina hasty response to uncertain
sigtals that we were aboat to receive an attack. That
is. we hine made these systems as invalnerable as
scemed necessary and feasible to assure, to ourselves
and to the Russians, that they could be withheld until
it was clear that a deliberate attack had been Luaanched
on us.

This is a highly stabilizing posture since it (a)
mingnizes the temptation toward preemption by
cither side by showing the Russians that we would
not be moved to strike first in a crisis out of fear
that we would lose the capacity to do unaceeptable
damage to them if we suffered the first blow, and (b)
clearly warns them that we have a credible capacity
to retaliate for any nuclear attack they may be
tempted to make: By not emphasizing defensive svs-
tems, we have tacitly conceded to the Russians a
Py comparable vetaliatory capahility to deter ns
frionne o fiest strke.

The Future Sitnation. The question now is why
shonld we be considoring any VB systemn that
vould limit cither the capacity of the Russians to
Jack and destrov onr strateaie torees or Tint their
capacity to dodimace to o popolation and mduostey
President Nison's Satecmard svstem emphasizes the
role ol protecting a portion of our retaliatory torees,
President Johmson's Sentinel system emphasized the
mle ol protectme our cities against limited attack.

In proposing the new program. President Nison
and his advisors have been guided by developments




maintaining more Minuteman missiles or hardening existing
silos, he concludes the BMD option is better economically and
less conducive to an arms race.

The author’s article was copied from the November 174%
edition of the Wor ldview magazine and follows on the ne:t
page.
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ARTICLE TWO — "IN DEFENSE OF DEFENSE"

In 1969, Robert A. Gessert wrote the article, "In Defense
of Defense."” Mr. Gessert worked with the Research Analysis
Corporation in MclLean, Virginia when he wrote a background
paper for the 1969 Conference on Christian Approaches to
Defense and Disarmament. The article in this anthology was
adapted from that background paper (4:15).

Mr. Gessert writes that the fundamental reason for a US
BMD is the necessity to maintain a viable strategic nuclear
deterrence. He believed the US and USSK could maintain a
balance of destructive capability if the US deployed a BMD.
Since the Soviet threat was growing, it was important that the
US insure its ability to retaliate with force and thus
stabilize our military relationship with the USSR. Gessert’s
article is valuable also because he presented two new reasons
for the BMD that were not presented in Mr. Laird’s comments in
"0Objectives of the Safeguard ABM System," and were
representative of some other authors® comments during the
1969-1976 period.

First, Gessert argues that the BMD is required for moral
reasons. His rationale is that the President is responsible
for saving lives in the US and ". . . lowering the risk to
enemy lives by reducing the temptation or the need to
retaliate.” Without a defense, a "launch on warning” doctrine
might be adopted to insure retaliation capability. Thus, no
room would be available for mistakes. Based on this
unforgiving type of concept, a third country in the world
could instigate a nuclear exchange between the US and USSR by
launching only a few nuclear weapons. Survivability provided
by a BMD could avoid provoking the US into a massive launch of
its strategic nuclear assets.

bessert’s second justification for the BMD, also
documented in other articles, is for economic reasons. He
contends that a BMD in the US is not economically wasteful.
Mr. Gessert presents facts on the FY 1970 defense budget and
gross national product (GNP) to state that the Safeguard is a
reasonable investment for deterrent capability and national
security. 1In addition, he argues against critics who cry out
for funds for their domestic programs. He states that,
". . . there is almost no evidence to make us believe that a
dollar withheld from defense is convertible into a dollar that
is available and useful for domestic programs.” He also
argues for a BMD based on the economic feasibility of the BMD.

bessert hriefly compares the economic feasibility of a BMD

to other alternatives that may increase our deterrence. From
his comparison of the BMD to buying, deploying, and
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(2) To¢ insure that we are in a position to defend our populaticio a ..
tie potentinl Commmlist Chinese ICEH! threat 1t 1L materialiees, or o oo
srrational or accidantal attack by some other natllion.

We propose to berin ABM construction on two sites, whicn will provius
with an option to expand if the threats we have postulated do, in fact, rmuter.-
alize. Havins estimated the tnreat potential, we recommend only tiat we pro-
tect our oplions to off'set it, should it materialize.

depefidly, arms limitation falks will achleve success, making furtiooe oo

£ our AUM syotem unnecessary insofar as the Soviet threal s conecorr
Thora appears to be less likolihood eof effective arms limitations oreemer: s
witn the Chinase Commanists, of coursce. ‘The Nixon Administrollicn's roorieni -
Lion of the A systom improves chancos for effeclive nepoliallons wiil e
Soviets, tor Satecvard 1s more defunsive and less provocalive Lhan its pede-
cussor, Sentinel,

In summary, the Safe:uard ABM decision protects our options to meet the
potential threats while:

(1) reducing and postponing our firancial exposure for missile delense
and deterrent protection; and

(2) avoiding a provocative posture which could inhibit arms talks and

i)

neat up the arms racse.

When considered against the potential threat we face and the dire conse-
quences of military inadegquacy, the Safeguard proposal is sound, essential anc
deserving of the support of the public and authorization by the Congress.
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T ratecic Offensive Feorces Act as Materrent

Let me arain remind you that gqnuality as well as quantity haz a hearir.- on
e ellectiveness of a nation's forces. Let me also restate what I have sald
rany times in the three months I have been Secretary of Defense. Today it
would be suicidal for the Soviet Union fo attempt a first-strike attack on the
‘nited States. Although such an attack might well bring unimaginable destruc-
tion and loss of 1life to the United States, enough of our offensive capacity
#ould remain under any circumstances to cause unacceptable levels of destruc-
“ion in the Soviet Union. )

We accomplish this in part by maintaining three different types of stra-
tegic offensive systems. Preserving a mix of sea-based missiles, land-based
missiles and bombers is a fundamental premise in our own force planning., T[irst,
it confronts the enemy with complex U.S. attack plans, which increase our level
of assurance for accomplishing any tasks. Second, it causes the enemy to allo-
cate resources for defensive systems, which might otherwise be expended on of-
‘ensive systems. Third, it avoids technological surprise in any one area orl
defense which could tend to degrade our deterrent.

If, however, the Soviet buildup of the kinds of weapons that can erode our
‘eterrent or retaliatory capability continues, obvicusly the marrin of safety
wnien the linited States now possesses will diminish,

07 course, we do not know what the Soviets intend to do with the 50-9s
“iny are ncw deploying or the Polaris-type submarines they are turning out at
2 rate ol 6 to 8 per year or the fractional orbit bombardment system which
~ey are continuing to develop. As I said earlier, we cannot read the minds of
w2se in the Kremlin today, much less the minds of those who may be there 8 or
0 years Ifrom now. Last year, the dominant official assumption by the United
Zzates was that the U.S.S.R. by now would have begun to slocw down and halt the
zxpansion cf its ICBM force. That assumption proved false.

-~

.2, Cannot Gamcle on Soviet Intentions '

T

Je cannot gamble on estimates of Scviet intentions. I the Soviet Union {
ic developine a capability that could endanger this liation, we must be prepared
~2 counteract 1it,

“est of us still remember vividly a moment of supreme natioral peril in
172, [t was widely assumed then that the Soviet {nicn would never irnz-all of-
Yensive missiles in Cuba and this presumption prevailed rivht up to the time

“iat plotosrapric evidence proved it wrong, As Secretary ol Cefense, 1 do not
literd for iils Country to go throush that kind of crisis again, tut if we

must, 1 intend Lo see that the United States is in a position to rinet sueh a
is cuccessully.

W cars lrousn that crisis unscathed because we had a credible deterrent. i
nat Lhe outceme would have been i our strateric capahility had been in doubt ;
-3 3 question that should te kept in mind as we discuss the Saferuard systen.
e ives orf Cavecuard Svstenm
. ' .t . . Lo S . . ¢
St Ll tackdrop, the dlixen Adiinlsteation proposer tho Cafeoasi LA 1
S.ooner 1o acrcompliza Luese Lwo princlpal objectives:

To insure that we are in a position to protect our retaliatory rapa-
v arainst tne potential of a Soviet rnuclear force in the mid-1970s dosi ned
crodo our deterrent; and
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Air defenses are very difficult to quantify, but the Soviets spanl zt oo
twice as mich per yoar as we do for tomber defensos.

frpeovery s T rocpaencd Lo Aronee DulMiejeney o Poreog

Let me come back a minute now to qualilative lactors. 1o ove ow g
we have included what are primarily qualitative improvements in our strate.-::
forces -- development of multiple warheads for our Minuteman and Polaris sys-
tems, Safecuard I'or our lMinuteman missiles, and new attack missiles ‘or cur
bombers. These prorramred improvements are among the minimal steps essentiul
to assure the sufficiency of our military forces against the Sovietls' poten-

tial for achieving numerical superiority in the mid-1970s ana beyond. CLviocus-

ly, we cannot be sure that the Soviets will not also demonstrate a capatility
to make similar qualitative improvements -- they are testing multiple warheacs
Jor the S5-9, for example, and just last week tested an 55-9, as Cecrotary
Rorers pointed out in nis recent remarks in New York. The fractionul orititi
nombardment system (FOBES), which they are also testing, 1s another wxample ol
their attempts at qualitative improvements in oflensive strateylic rorces.

1f they make significant qualitative strides, which accompany their ap-
proaching numerical superiority, we may find it necessary to further reuscess
the threat and the sufficiency of our own program.

Comparison of Conventional rorces

In the area of conventional forces, I should point out that a comparisc
is reither simple to quaniiiy nor easy to evaluate. Such a comparison is

meaningless 1L made in the abstract, for only in an assumed force confrontailic:
dces it have a value to ine Defense planner. The variables which must be tax:.

into account are therefore as numerous as the possible places and conditicns
confrontation of conventional forces. Indeed, it would be stretching the inm-

arination to conceive a situation involvirg most of Soviet and American conv-..-

tiocnal forces in which forces of third nations are not also involved on une
both sides.

For purposes of planning, 1 would not supgest that any and every v i
of Joviet and U.S. conventilonal forces be corrccted by adjustments in
foreas,  To make suech plunning reallstic, for instance, we must wel:i
Jorces of voth NATO and tile Warsaw I'act into the equat.ion when plannit:
with any possible confrontation in Zurope.

It is a fact, however, that in projected numerical comparisons undor
authorized peacetime manning levels, the Soviets by 1974-1975 will probably
have a superiority in ground forces, if measured in numbers of personnel, o’
roughly 3 to 2., In numbers of tanks, the Soviets even now have several *airv:
as many as has the United States. In tactical aircraft, our current projifc-
ticns show that they can have several hundred more than the United States :i:
pro-rammed to have by the 1974-1975 time period and this includes our carris
rased aireraft. And, in terms of naval Zorces, we will face a supstanticl
tireat from Soviet submarine forces. Today, the Soviets already have appr.:x.-
mately four times as many submarines as we have. The majority of the Jovie-
sutmarine Ileet is conventionally powered at the present time and many o
those subtmarines are short- to medium-range ships. But the fact remains t:i.-
tieir very rapid buildup in submarine forces poses a serious and growin:
“.reat to our own naval forces.
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almost invariably based on some premise as to what that enemy's intentions are.
Ti.is could lead to a major and irretrievable miscalculation if our jud,msnt on
intaontions proves faulty. From a Defense planner's standpoint, it would be
muci: more realistic to allow for the possibility of an increase from his pres-
ent level o effort to a higher one. As a matter of fact, it is a failure to
recosnize this capability for increase that has most often caused our esti-
rates in past years to be inaccurate. If a mistake in assessing the potential
threat is to be made, it would be far safer to err on the side of overestimat-
ing the threat. The consequences could be very grave if instead we based our
plans on the hooe that the potential ensmy will scale down his level of effort
ard that hope fails to materialize. .

In planning, therefore, we must compute the size and nature of the threat
by projecting the current level of effort of a potential enemy. In doing this
we must grant him a2 level of technology which is based on his past and present

. levels of accomplishment.

Soviets Capable of Achieving Quantitative Superiority of Forces

Rased on this formula and upon the best information available to me as
Secretary of Defense, I must conclude that the Soviet Union has the capability
ol achleving by the mid-1970s, a superiority over the presently authorized and
proryrammed forces of the United States in all areas -- offensive stratepic
forces, defensive strategic forces, and conventional forces.

It is not possible within the time available and within the bounds of
security limitations to illustrale this comprehensively. As you know, super-
ierity is a function of both quantitative and qualitative factors. But assum-
irnz, Zor the purposes of illustration, that there is a qualitative balance in
sirategic forces between the Soviet Union and the United States, let me illus-
trate my point in quantitative or numerical terms.

In our strategic offensive forces, we now have 1054 ICEMs, 656 Polaris
cmarine Launched Ballistic Missiles (SL3Ms) and 549 intercontinental bombers.
ept for a reduction in bombers, this is the level of strategic forces pres-
ly programmed for the 1974-1975 time period in numbers of delivery systems.

At the present time, the Soviets also have about 1,000 ICBMs in hardened

1)
b -
0o

"silos, including some 200 of the very large 5S-9s. They have about 140 older

iZZls on soft launchers and more than 630 intermediate-range or medium-range
zallistic missiles (IR-MRBMs). In addition, they have some 200 SLBMs and
about 150 heavy bombers.

In the past two years, the Soviet Union has more than trebled its force
iCos, from 250 to 900, and this year the Soviets will have more ICRlIs than
“he lnited States. They are also producing Polaris-iypo submarines at tho
rate ol six to eirht each year.

e

Tased on the Soviet Union's level of activity in recent years -- includ-
ln- mest, development, and production -- thev have the capability of achievins ¥
Ly otae 197421975 time frame a force of 2,500 ICM2s in hard silos compared to 3
“o 1054 proceammed by the United States. Tn addition to keeping and modern- -
todros Loty [RAMRPH forco, they have the capability in the sime purled --
aain at present lovels of production -- to increase thuir folaris-Lype sub-

mirine forees to a size larper than our 41 Dolaris Submarines.

i clheaberie dolensive foreos, 18 wo projocl tholr carcent rocoaret and
deyolopment activities on new ABM components, they can deploy anywhere from
200 to 2,000 A2M missiles by the mid-1970s.

10

¥
-




-

Por tue indelinite Duture.  Poth warned that additiorz] stops mich
quired if that survivability was to be miintained in e 1970s. Juos felon
leavine oflice, Secrvtary Clifford expressed hils "increasing concers! aboen
"the continuing rapid expansion of Soviet strateric offercive Jorcec," i
went on to warn that "we must continually recexamine the varicus wavs i
the Doviats mitt oock to strongthen their strateric Torens hevornd wimt neoa
soems probablu, ni take appropriate actions now to lid; wo-winst tieen

A4 carerul review and analysis of intellirence cn the Goviet wesnons o1l
up, received during the closing days of the Johnseon Administration, convinced
those with spesial responsibility for naticral security that we must ftake Lhe
first sters toward deployment of an A5l system to protect cur long-rangs mic-
siles.

Defense Plannine heviewed

To make the Lhreat aspect of the problem more urderstandavle, it is nec-
essary to talk a 1lititle bit about Defense planning and some of the ingredients
that o into 1t. Defense planning is not, as some seem to believe, the resal-
of gazing into a crystal ball. Wnen properly done, it represents an inIormed

judgment that can serve as the basis for responsible rccommendations to tis
President and the Congress on our Defense program.

Two factors are critical: The rapid rate ol technological prorress and
the time requirements for production of weapon systems. These two Tactors
taken together reguire us to begin work on major weapon systems often as lor -
as 5 or 10 years pefore they actually become operational. This makes it
necessary to try to anticipate what kind of a situation we will face during
that time pericd in terms of the threat from potential eremiec.

The second thing the Defense planner must recognize is the difference

between a potential enemy's intentions and his capabilities. It should be
obvious that any attempt to determine what the other fellow's intentions will

be fivo years from now -- or even at the present time -- is a futile exercic:.
Even if we could monitor his thoughts -- and we cannot -- we could not pl:or
reliance on !hem because he might be replaced by other decisiomaikerc. jievers

theless, we must recornize our own potential for inrluencing his intenticus
our actions.

Estimatin: Capabilitv of Potential Enemy

The principal pauge for assessing what we might face 5 or 10 years
from now {rom a potential enemy is to determine what his capability is tuday
and, based on that, what it can be in the futurs.

There are several ways in which we might approach this problem of esti-
mating capability. We must begin with knowm facts. With our current methccs
of intellicrence gathering, we learn with a relatively high degree ol arcurzer,
what a potential enemy has in the way of militafy forces, what he ic testinr-,
what he is constructing, and the present and past rates at which he has vrzovs
hiis ability to perform. I should point out that even this amouni of kncwl
cannot always tell us the precise capability of his force.

D

Cur minimum goal must be to prepare responsibly to defend our Latic: o ..
Lo insure as best we can our continued capability to deter nuclear war., .. -
50, we must at Lhe very least consider tne potential enemy's capabiliir
termined Ly projecting his current level of activity in tne weapons

Ticl o,

Ariuments are often made that a potential enemy will not maintain i
current level of military development or production. But this arywument is

«
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OBJECTIVES OF THE SAFEGUARD ABM SYSTEM*

As members of the communications media and as interested citizens, you
are vitally concerned with the great public issues that face our Nation.
Thourh the Vietnam war remains the number one problem facing the defense com-
rmunity today, the Safeguard ABM proposal of President Nixon currently is re-

ceiving the most attention.

The overriding national security goal of the United States is to restore
peace in Vietnam and to preserve peace as we face the future. Both our strong
cesire to move forward with arms limitation talks and our decision to proceed
with the Safeguard ABM system are aimed at achieving the goal of peace,

President Nixon, Secretary of State Rogers and I have repeatedly stated
our determination to proceed with strategic arms limitation talks with the
Soviets because the Nixon Administration believes that this would be the most
desirable way of ensuring peace. But the Administration has also made it
clear that we cannot base the security of our Nation simply on the hope that
such talks will begin and be fruitful.

lecessary to Ensure National Security

The Safeguard system is the minimal step necessary at this time to ensure
that the sarety and the security of the American people will be preserved if
arms limitation talks are not successful in the coming months and years.

At the outset, let us be clear about what the President is proposing to
*he Congress. ie 1s seeking authorization now to begin work toward deployment
oy late 1573 or early 1974 of an Anti-Ballistic Missile System to protect two
. or our strategic missile wings, one in North Dakota and one in Montana. This
is Phase I of a system that could be expanded, if circumstances warrant, to
provide additional protection for strategic missile sites and, in addition,
to protect the entire naticn against any attack by the Chirnese Communists
*iat can te loreseen in the 1970s or the irrational or accidental firing of a
rissile by any power.

President Nixon's decision 1s to reorient the ABM system proposed by his
predecessor in 1967 and approved last year by the Congress. It cuts back new
coligational authority for the AEM in Fiscal Year 1970 by approximately 31

tillion, and moves the contemplated missile sites away from the cities.

cecessitated by Soviet Weavons Suildup

The Johnson Administration, as well as the Nixon Administration, felt
very strongly that some kind of ABM system should be constructed. The previ-
cus Administration was aware of the possibility that the Soviet Union might
c9ek to develop a capability to overwhelm our land-based missiles and bomvers.
1% was also aware of the potential threat from the development of interccati-
nental ballistic missiles by China., It had decided a year and a hall aro
ti.al lie time had come to take steps toward increasing protection against
“.ira. At the same time, it continued to watch the missile builaup in the
Joviet Union, believing, however, as Secretary ilcNamara saild in January,
1374, that the ¢rowth of Soviet ICEH forces would decelerate instead of con-
tinuing at a higher rate.

leither of my two immediate predecessors as Secrotary o Deronse boliaved
that the survivabllity of the missile rorces of the lnited States was assursed

‘Address ny tne iion. melvin R. Lalrd, Secretary of Noelense, berlore tho slorida
“nipress Association, fanama City, Tla., 25 Apr. 1909,




Force Policy Letter for Comm-nders Supplement, starts on the
next page.
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ARTICLE ONE - "OBJECTIVES OF THE SAFEGUARD ABM SYSTEM"

The article, "Objectives of the Safeguard ABM System," is
a reprint of an address presented by Mr. Melvin R. Laird to
the Florida Unipress Association in 1969. Mr. Laird was
Secretary aof Defense fraom 1969-1972 and Domestic Advisor from
1973-1974 in President Nixon’s administration (23:1874). As a
result, he presents the administration’s rationale for a BMD
in this time period.

The article presents the administration’s viewpoint, but
is also representative aof numerocus authors who were proponents
of a US BMD in the 1970s. His basic argument is that the US
must build the BMD to counter a potential Soviet threat to US
deterrence capability. He provides a short review of the
threat in 1969 and the projected Saoviet threat due to their
military buildup in the late 1960s. The Soviet’s deployment
of the S5-9 ICBM, testing of multiple warheads for the S$S-9,
and work on the fractional orbital bombardment system (FOBS)
represented a significant threat to US forces. The review
serves as a foundation for stating more specific rationale for
a BMD in the 1970s.

The rationale presented by Mr. Laird is important because
it is restated and expanded on by many other authors that
wrote subsequent to him on this subject. His statement of
rationale provides a foundation on which other authors
followed and expounded. The first part of the rationale for a
BMD stated by Mr. Laird was the US could not gamble on the
intentions of the Soviets, but that the US must begin work to
counteract the projected threat. The risk was too great for
the US not to build and deploy a limited ABM system. In
addition, the preparation against Soviet military capability
would also be a start for preparation against an ICBM threat
from Communist China. Although diplomatic relations were
improving, China’s strategic nuclear forces were included in
defense planning. Another reason Mr. Laird gave for a BMD was
the BMD could be expanded beyond the North Dakota ABM sites if
the threat, especially the threat from China, materialized
beyond US projections. He also reasoned that defense would be
used to protect our country against accidental attacks by
other pations. The ability to avoid escalation into a massive
nuclear retaliation because of human error or mechanical
failure was important for maintaining world stability.
Finally, Mr. Laird argued that a BMD system would help solve
US deterrence problems while not inhibiting important arms
control talks. He believed the BMD would not provoke an arms
race between the US and the USSR, but would allow for
meaningful strategic arms negotiations.

The article, copied from the June 1967 edition ot Air
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ARTICLE THREE - "BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE"

|
' "Ballistic Missile Defense" was written by former US
Senator James B. Allen in 19274. Allen was a lawyer and
! statesman in Alabama from 1938 to 1942, and 1946 to 1967.
| From 1942 to 1946, he served in the Navy. He was elected to
the Senate in 1948 and served in that capacity until his death
in 1978 (18:193).

Mr. Allen’s conclusions and recommendations were
influenced by the ABM Treaty and the growing Soviet threat.
This was a time period when detente was being emphasized in US
and USSR relations. For example, there was a significant
amount of support for controlling the escalation of offensive
nuclear weapons in 1974 when SALT I negotiations were
occurring. Mr. Allen brings his readers up to the 1974 time
period by providing a concise and accurate history of BMD
starting with the initial US BMD system, the Nike-Zeus defense
system. This history includes a summary of the objectives of
the Safeguard system: protect retaliatory forces, defend the
American population from Chinese nuclear attacks, and protect
the country against accidental attacks. The review provides a
reference point for presenting his reasons for a BMD system.
He establishes that the BMD had to change as the Soviet threat
changed.

L Mr. Allen arqued that the reasons for the Safeguard were
still valid, but a new Soviet threat dictated that the US
augment the Safequard system with additional defense

: capability. By 1973, the Soviets had tested four new ICBMs,

) the S8-X-16, -17, -18, and —-19. They also developed a

multiple reentry vehicle for their submarines and tested

multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs) on
some of their new ICBMs. Simply stated, the Soviets were
increasing the threat to US national security and that threat
was unacceptable for the US to maintain the deterrence
balance. Therefore, the Soviets had to be countered.

Although Mr. Allen acknowledged that the Safeguard system

provided protection in the 1970s, he suggested that a

site-defense was needed by the US to protect Minuteman

survivability in the 1980s. The site—defense recommended by

Allen was an active defense with improved capability to

provide a terminal defense of hardened Minuteman sites. He

adds that the system is "low-cost insurance" against political
and Soviet technological development risks. Also a part of
his argument was that the site—-defense program would be
non-provocative in US and USSR relations.

Senator Allen presents his argument for a site-defense
based on the requirement for a strong TRIAD: strategic nuclear
missiles, submarines, and aircraft. He asserts that the TRIAD
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was needed for national security and failure to maintain a
strong land-based leqg of the TRIAD would critically damage our
deterrent force. He believed that the survivability of
Minuteman was extremely important because of its unique
capabilities and its stabilizing influence. Minuteman is a
stabilizing deterrent because an attack on Minuteman sites is
an attack on the homeland which would invoke a major US
response. The author concludes that site-defense would
protect survivability of Minuteman in the 1980s.

Mr. Allen suggested that development of a site-defense
system would give the US an option of deploying a
significantly larger BMD for Minuteman in an emergency
situation. In addition, deployment of the system under the
ABM Treaty limit to protect the one site at Grand Forks would
create great uncertainty for a Soviet first-stike on US
retaliatory capability and thus enhance deterrence.

Mr. Allen’s article was copied from the September-October

1974 edition of National Defense and starts on the following
page.
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Ballistic Missile Defense.

Now that the United States may defend only one ICBM complex
from enemy attack, the site defense system should be developed tc

be ready to replace the aging Safeguard as an essential deterrent

ne of the most controversial
O defense programs in the
United States today is that of
ballistic missile defense, or BMD. It
is controversial because it is felt by
some to be expensive, it has been
attacked by some members of the
scientific community as not effective,
and it is not clearly understood by
the Congress or the public.

The tatter 1s probably the biggest
problem—and may explain the cliff-
hanging 49-t0-48 vote in the Senate
in 1972 that permitted o partial de-
ployment of Safcguard. the Nation's
BMD system. The best way to bring
the entire BMD picture into focus is
to review the history and rationale
for BMD so that we may realisti-
cally and logically plot our future
course.

Like it or not, the United States
has the role of maintaining strategic
stability for the West. We are living
in a world dominated by two powers
with apposing political philosophies,
As Dofense Seeretury James R,
Schiesinger pointed out during fiscal
1975 appropitations hearines, when
woe o speak o of Uhalinees™ or tde-
fonse posture™ we are tathing basice-
ally of those things s they relate
to us and to the Soviet Union.

SU. while we talk of detente and
while we continue initiatives an our
forcign relations, we must also be
certain to maintain  the  strategic

Hon. James B. Allen

United States Senator (Alabama)

balance. To do less would, in effect,
abrogate our world position and
vacate the role that made detente a
possibility in the first place. Very
simply, the alternative is national
suicide.

From the U. S. point of view, as
long as we were the only country
with an advanced rocket technology
and a monopoly on atomic weapons,
there was no problem. But as the
Russians and other nations bepan
to develop nuclear weapons and de-
livery systems the changing situation
became cause for serious American
concern (see Figure 1).

Realizing the potential of the
intercontinental  ballistic  missile
(ICBM) and submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM) to deliver
mass destruction deep into the U. S.
heartland, the United States began
development of a ballistic missile
defense system. The BMD mission
is the destruction of incoming ICBM
and SLLBM nuclear warheads before
they reach their intended targets,

A typical system consists of inter-
ceptor  missiles,  acquisition  and
tracking  radars,  data-processing
cquipment. and command-and-con-
trol communications. After acquir-
ing the incoming reentry vehicles
(RV’s), the radars provide data to
the computers for  discrimination
and tracking and the computation of
launch and guidance signals to the
interceptor missiles which then must
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close to within lethal range of the
attacking missile.

In the past 20 years the United
States has had five major BMD sys-
tems in various phases of research
and development, reflecting adapta-
tions to shifting strategic and politi-
cal conditions. The Nike Zeus. Nike-
X. and Sentinel systems of the
1950°s and 1960’s have been re-
placed by the Safeguard and site-
defense systems of the 1970%.

Nikc Zeus was first fired in 1959
and made the world's first successful
intercept of an RV in 1962. How-
ever, in 1963 it was determined that
the mechanically scanning radars
cmployed by the Zeus system could
not cope with the projected Soviet
threat. Therefore, the research and
development program was rcori-
ented and became the Nike-X sys-
tem. Nike-X introduced phased-
array radars to replace conventional
radars, replaced the Nike Zeus with
the long-range, SS-foot Spartan, and
added o new  short-range,  high-
speed, 27-foot nuissile, called Sprint,
for close-in intercepts.

In 1907 Scerctary of Defense
Robert MeNamara announced the
decision that the U. S. would deploy
a ballistic missile defense system, To
be designated Sentinel, the system
would utilize components developed
under the Nike-X program. The
plans called for a 17-site deployment
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for area defense of the continental
UL S. Alaska, and Hawaii. The sys-
tem objectives were threefold: (1)
to deny or limit damage to the U. S.
from the Chinesc threat, (2) to pro-
vide limited protection of our
Minuteman force against the Soviet
threat with an option to thicken that
protection with local defense, amd
(3) 1o provide protection against an
accidental taunch of a small num-
ber of ICBM’s from any source,

The Sentinel system included sites
near large cities for greater protec-
tion of population and industrial
centers—a feature  that  proved
highly unpopular with the public.
The only site ever started was near
Boston., where opposition became
politically overwhelming. Furor also
was raised over other proposed sites
in Chicago, New York, Scattle, and
Detroit.

When President Nixon took office
in January 1969 he was confronted
with a Sentinel program that was

meceting stiff opposition from the
public. He ordered a halt to deploy-
ment pending a review.

A choice "had to be made, and
the alternatives available to the new
administration were these: (1) con-
tinue with the Johnson administra-
tion's program; (2) revert to only
an R&ED program on a Sentinel-type
systemy; (3) terminate Sentinel and
shift R&D to advanced BMD tech-
nology: or (4) redefine and resched-
ule the Sentinel program.

Thc fourth alternative was chosen,
for several rcasons. First, it was be-
licved that the threat was real, that
a defense was required, and that
deployment was essential. Secondly,
Sentinel was heavily oriented to the
Chinese ICBM threat against citices,
with little capability against the sub-
marinc-launched threat or as a
Minuteman-site defense. This was in
contrast with the fact that the Soviet
threat to our ICBM's and bombers

was growing more raps iy thin bl
been projected, while the Ol
threat was progressing mors ey

Thirdly, two-thirds of the Sennp
sites in the continental 1j. S, wers o
be located ncur major populacen
centers. This could appear 1o the
Soviets as the basis for o theh do-
fense and a threat o then Jdeteront
or sccond-stnike capabnliie Jroye
reasoned that while we wanted e
capability to defend our cities against
a heavy attack, it was not feasiic
and would only causc the Sovicis
to react with an incrcased threat
Further, many people were scriously
concerned over the possibility of
accidental detonation of the nuclear
warhcads carried by Spartan and
Sprint. and they objected to sites
near their homes.

After weighing these considera-
tions, the President announced re-
oricntation of the Sentinel program
in March 1969. The new Safecuard
program had these objectives:

Fig. 1. Soviet intercontinental and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (numbers deployed in parentheses;.
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e Protection of the U. S. re-
taliatory forces against a  direct
Soviet attack.

o Defense of the American peo-
ple against the type of nuclear attack
that Communist China could mount
within the decade.

e Protection against accidental
attacks from any source.

The President further described
the svstem as follows:

“We will provide for local defense
of selected Minuteman missile sites
and an arca defense designed to pro-
tect our bomber bases and our com-
mand-and-control authorities. In ad-
dition, this new system will provide
a defense of the continental United
States against an accidental attack
and will provide substantial protec-
tion against the kind of attack which
the Chinese Communists may be
capable of launching throughout the
1970's. This deployment would not
require us to place missile and
radar sites close to our major cities.”

The number of deployed sites was
reduced from seventeen to twelve,
and their locations were shifted
away from cities. Deployment of
Safeguard was to be in phases, the
first phase consisting of two sites,
at Malmstrom, Mont., and at Grand
FForks, N. Duk.

Even this reduced and reoricnted
program,. remote as it was from
population centers, was less than
universally popular and touched off
considerable debate in the scientific
community, the press, and in Con-
gress. However, the 1970 authoriza-
tion passed the Scnate, as did the
1971 bill—both by slim margins.

h{canwhile. testing of the Safi-
pguard system was under way at
Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific where
an impressive flight-test record of
intereepts  against both  simulated
and actual RV's launched from Cali-
fornia was beine compiled by Spar-
turand Spomt miissies.

Then, i May 1972, the SALT
cffort bore fruit, and an agreement
was reached by the United States
and the Soviet Union. The agree-
ment was in two parts—the ABM
Treaty and the Interim Agreement.

The ABM Treaty permitted de-

.

ployments in two widely scparated
arcas in each country-—onc for de-
fense of the national capital and the
other for the defense of an ICBM
sitc. The size of each sitc was not
to exceced 93 miles in radius and
could contain up to 100 antimissile
missiles. Each missile launcher must
be land-based and fixed. Restrictions
also were placed on radar size and
numbers at each site. The trecaty
specifically allowed testing of new
systems and modernization and re-
placement of deployed clements,
This treaty has now been modified
by the recent agreement between
President Nixon and First Sccretary
Brezhnev which limits cach nation
to onc site.

The Safeguard site at Grand
Forks, N. Dak., has been selected as
the single ICBM defense site al-
lowed by the agreement, and con-
struction is now nearing complction.
Work on the Montana site was dis-
continued, and no action had been
taken to provide a BMD site in the
Washington area. Russia will prob-
ably continue with the Moscow de-
fense complex.

Under the TInterim  Agreement
cach side agreed to limit its offen-
sive missile Launchers to that num-
ber operational or under construc-
tion at the time of the agreement.

When the U. S. Senate voted to
ratify the Interim Agreement on
offensive weapons and the ABM
Treaty, mine was the only vote cast
against both. Significantly, some of
those who voted for ratification now
agree that, in retrospect, the quanti-
tative ceilings set by SALT appcar
greatly to favor the Russians who
are permitted 2.360 launchers, in-
cluding up to 950 submarinc-
launched vchicles, as opposed to a
total for the United States of 1,710
launchers, including up to 710
SLBM's.

In terms of numbers, then, the
United States Tost its front-runncs
positton in the missile race and has,
in total number of boosters at least,

‘fallen behind the Soviets. Under the

agreement, the Sovicets are allowed
38 per cent more strategic boosters
than the U. S. and with a significant
throw-weight advantage.
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In his testimony to the Cungress
on the fiscal 1975 military budget,
Sceretary of Defense Schlesinger re-
called President Kennedy's conclu-
sion, rcached in the carly 1900,
that the United States needed “al-
ternatives other than suicide or sur-
render.”

“If anything,” Seceretary Schles-
inger said, “the nced for options

. . is more important to us today
than it was in 1960.”

Hc confirmed that in recent years
the US.S.R. has been pursuing o
vigorous research and developiment
program. “This we had expected,”
he said, “but its breadth. depth, and
momentum as now revealed comes
as something of a surprisc to us.”

Sccretary Schlesinger added these
points: During 1973 the Soviets
tested four new ICBM’s—the SS-X-
16, -17, -18, -19—and have de-
veloped their first MRV (multiple
reentry vehicle) for a submarine-
launched missile. Three of the four
new ICBM's have been flown with
multiple independently targeted re-
entry vehicles (MIRV's). The SS-
X-18 has about 30 per cent more
throw weight than the current S§-9
it will replace. The =17 and <19 mis-
stles have three to five times the
throw weight of the SS-11°s they
will replace. TF all three new ICBATS
are deployed. Sovict throw weisht
will reach an impressive 10 to 12
million pounds. They would then
possess a major one-sided counter-
force capability—and that is im-
permissible from our point of vicw.

What this tells us is that once
again we have grossly underesti-
mated the Russians—both their in-
tentions and their technical capabil-
itics.

The counter to this massive Sovict
capability is the U. S. strategic deter-
rent force made up of land-bused
TCBNYS, sea-based  SEBM'S, and
Straterie Air Conmmumd bombaers,
Tooether these clements constitute
the “triad™ which is the basis of
Amcrica's retaliatory capability.

This combination of three differ-
ent strategic-offense force clements
compounds the Russian’s first-strike
problems, Each foree clement would
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SYSTEM

e INCREASED PERFORMANCE
e REDUCED SYSTEM COST

MISSILE
e HARDNESS
e ACCURACY
e MANEUVERABILITY
e RELIABILITY
e REDUCED COST

LAUNCH STATION
¢ REDUCED COST
e SECURITY
e HARDNESS

PHASED ARRAY RADAR
e SMALLER
o LESS POWER REQUIRED
e IMPROVED SHORT

RANGE PERFORMANCE

o RELIABILITY
e REDUCED COST
e HARDNESS

DATA PROCESSOR
¢ COMMERCIAL
e MORE CAPACITY
e HIGHER SPEED

Fig. 2. Improved components of site defense system.

heve to be brought under attack
simultancously and  without mcan-
inoful warning to the other two-——a
ditlicult problem that increases the
Sovict's uncertainty. In addition, the
Russians must use a different detec-
tion system to locate ¢cach element
and a separate defcase to protect
themselves from a retaliatory re-
sponse from cach triad clement.

The triad combination is effective
in other ways, too, since it prevents
the Sovicts from concentrating their
scigntific, technological, and  eco-
nomic resources against any single
ciement of the trad.

I othe USSR should muake @
major hicakthroueh against any one
clement of the triad, the remain-
e two clements stifl would pro-
vide ot sigmificant measure of de-
until the U, S, could
respond to the Soviets' initiative,

The vulnerability of Minuteman
is of special concern in light of our
policy of flexible-response options.
The options place extra importance

terrence

on Minuteman because of its target-
ing  flexibility, higher  accuracy,
payload  diversity, and  rcliable
command and control. Morcover,
in contrast with our submarine-
launched missiles, Minuteman is a
stabilizing deterrent. No matter what
the circumstances, an attack on
Minuteman requires an attack on
the U. S. homeland. Presumably,
such an attack would result in a
major U. S. response—something
the Russians would want to avoid.
On the other hand. an attack on a
missile submarine at sea does not
involve U. S. soil and might even be
made without nuclear weapons; this
is an attack the Soviets might be
more willing to risk.

Thus, survivability of our retalia-
tory force becomes the key to a
viable triad, coupled, of course, with
the ability to penctrate the enemy
defenses,

Penctrability is cnsured by our
own ICBM and SLBM penetration
aids, such as chafl. dccoys, and

-
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MIRV's. Penctrability olso is at the
very heart of the B-1 bomber pro-
gram.

Survivability, or “survivabl: has-
ing,” to usc the vernacular. s
achicved differently for cach mem-
ber of the triad. la the case of the
submarine. survivability is provided
by concealment somewhere in a vast
occan. The mobility of bomhers
offers survivability for that deiin gy,
system. And, for Lind-based Minute -
man sites, the ability o sorvive i
provided by “hardening™ the lounch
arca against cnemy  attack, aug-
mented by an active defense.

The “active defense™ today is the
Safeguard system site nearing readi-
ness in North Dakota.

Survivability of Minutemun
against the 1974 threat, which Safe-
guard is designed to handie, is con-
sidered by defense ofticials as “ac-
ceptable.” The Safeguard design is
good, and the system has proved
itself by an impressive record of
intercepts of actual ICBM’s over the
Pacific. But the design is of the carly
1960's, and the system cmploys the
technalogy of the 19607 against a
threat level coneerved in the 1960,

But we arc now in the mid-1970°
—and the Sovicts have not beenidle.
Technotogy has changed and so has
the Russian knowledge of it. As
the Sovicts continue to improve their
land- and sca-based  launchers,
Minuteman survivahility will te far
from “acceptable™ in the 1980,

Survivnbility of our present-day
triad is at least partizlly due to the
low reliability and poor accuracy of
Russian  weapons—i{actors  which
the Russians are working to correct
through extensive rescarch and de-
velopment. Such improvements, ull
clearly allowed under SALT Lavree-
ments, could be become a serious
menace to Minuteman survivability
as carly as three or four vears from
now, Add to that the larecr Soviet
throw weight, improved technolopey,
and an increase in the number of
MIRV’s the Russians can toss, and
the number of Minuteman misafes
that could survive an ICBM attack
becomes an alarming question.




In recently released testimony be-
fore o Senate Foreign Relations sub-
committee,  Secretary - Schlesinger
iustrated the impact of Soviet mis-
sile accuracy on the number of
Minuteman sifos surviving o Sovict
first strike.  His  bascline  curve
showed a potential of as low as fifty
Minuteman survivors. Althcugh this
number would increase for poorer
Sovict accuracy or fewer warheads
used in the attack. the message is
alarming.

To put it bluntly, Grand Forks,
with the present Safeguard system,
soon will not be defensible and
therefore will be unable to carry
out its retalintory mission.

What con bhe done? The answer
lies, venerally, in what the Russians
are doing--and that is continuing
research and  development  work.
Specifically, we must continue work
to develop a svstem to augment
Safeguard to mect the 1980 threat
level. Such a svstem must be de-
signed with one mission in mind—
defense of the Minateman launch
sites. .

Site defense is a program to create
the capability to provide a needed
terminal  dcfense of Minuteman
against a larger and more sophisti-
cated threat than the present Safe-
cuard system can handle.

Numerous Army and DOD studies
have shown that active defense of
the hardened dispersed Minuteman
foree is less costly with a new modu-
lar terminal defense system (site de-
fense) than modifying  Safeguard
components to the same threat and
cffectiveness criteria.

Acceptance of these study con-
clusions and validation of system
feasibility resulted in the initiation
in 1971 of the site-defense program
as a long-term hedge against politi-
cal and technological developments.

The site-defense system is being
designed and tested to accommodate
a credible, but very advanced, de-
fense-response to the Soviet offen-
sive threat. The system is fully re-
sponsive to UL S, national sccurity
nterests  providing low-cost, non-
PN OCATIVE ISUrance arainst many
of the substantial uncertaintics in the
strategic cnvironment.

Site-defense components consist
of phased-array radars, associated
data processors, and modified Safe-
auard Sprint interceptors (Fig, 2).
The radar is similar to the Safe-
guard missile-site radar, but it is
smaller and requires less power. The
data processor is a highly cost-
cffective adaptation of a commercial
computer, The Sprint 1l missile
incorporates modifications that in-
crease performance (accuracy, re-
liability, maneuverability, and hard-
ness) and reduce operation and
maintenance costs. The basic ele-
ments are arranged in modules. so
that if one or more of the radars of
a module arc momentarily blinded
by warhead detonations, their func-
tions can be performed by the re-
maining radars.

The technical advances of site de-
fense would increase Soviet uncer-
tainty regarding U. S. defense sys-
tem churacteristics and introduce to
the Kremlin some defensive un-
knowns, such as reliability, Kkill
probability, and intercept altitude.

Such unknowns would tend to in-
corporate conservatism into Soviet
calculations and show a higher num-
ber of Minuteman survivors. This
uncertainty in itself becomes a de-
terrent against a  strategic  first
strike.

Of immediate advantage, devel-

“Survivability of our pres-
ent-day triad is at least
partially due to the low re-
liability and poor accuracy
of Russian weapons—factors
which the Russians are work-
ing to correct through ex-
tensive rescarch and develop-
ment. Such improvements,
all clearly allowed wunder
SALT 1 agreements, could
become a serious menace to
Minuteman survivability as
early as three or four years
from now. Add to thar the
larger Soviet throw weight,
improved technology, and an
increase in the number of
MIRV's the Russians can
toss, and the number of Min-
uteman missiles  that could
survive an 1CRM attack be-
comes  an alarming  ques-
tion . . . ax low ax fifty
Minuteman survivors.”
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opment of the -ite-defense svstem
will provide the UL S, with the option
of responsively deploving o strates;-
cally significant defense of Minute-
man should it be necessary.

A responsive deployment option
is critical to the deterrence poiential
of the site-defense system. The
ABM Treaty allows the deplovment
of up to 18 new radars and 100
missiles at Grand Forks in addition
to the Safeguard radars.

Onc means of providing a readily
expandable base for any emergency
would be actually to deploy five or
six skeleton site-defense modules at
Grand Forks with fiftecen to twenty
missiles in cach. This would proviue
a means for rapid augmentation to
full sitc capability in the shortest
possible time should the treaty be
abrogated. Tt might also buv the
time necessary for full deployment. -

It is not the intent here to support
any one clement of the triad at the
cxpense of the other two. All three
are essential to a viable strategic
deterrent force.

But the vulnerability of Minute-
man demands special attention be-
cause of our dependence on flexible-
response options.

As stated earlier, the SALT agree-
ments, while limiting offcnsive
strategic weapons, did not curtail re-
scarch and technology development.
In permitting a “qualitative race™ to
continue, the advantage in potential
growth areas is in favor of the So-
victs. Maintaining a viable deterrent
hedge through site defense is the
only logical approach to confronting
the Sovict threat within SALT.

It is my firm belief that we must
increase our wcapons research and
development  activities across the
board. Ballistic missile defense can-
not be conjured up on the spur of
the moment. The capabilitics come
as a result of continuous work. It is
on new technology that our surviva-
bility as i nation rests.

In short, Ivan must not only be-
Heve we have the will 1o respond,
he must also believe we have the
means. Uninterrupted  development
of the site defense prototype can
give us the means, Thoere is no alter-
native we can live with. -«=
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Chapter Three

SELECTED ARTICLES: 1977-1982

INTRODUCTION

The period from 1977 through 1982 is recognized as a
period af transition in US BMD history. The shutdown of the
Safeguard ABM system in 1976 by Congress, after only five
months of operation, delineates the start of a new era for US
BMD systems (19:11). The initial portion of the period is
marked by the absence aof very many articles promoting the
rationale for a US BMD. Coupled with the demise of the
Safeguard system, proponents for a BMD may have been silent
because of the cutbacks in many other defense programs
considered by some to be more important. For example, the B-1
strategic bomber was cancelled in the Carter administration
(7:14). However, support for modernizing our land-based
strategic nuclear force during this period later led to
considering BMD once again as an alternative for maintaining
our deterrent capability.

The search in the later 1970s for a survivable basing mode
for M-X and the continued growth in the Soaviet threat revived
the concept of protecting our ICBM forces with a BMD. The
arguments commenced to justify a BMD system in development
called the Low Altitude Defense System (LOADS) (5:63). Since
LOADS was a terminal defense similiar in concept to the Safe-
guard system (i.e. protection of ICBMs), most of the rationale
for a BMD since 1969 was used in the articles of this period.
But new ideas about BMD also surfaced in this period.

Toward the end of this &-year period, authors’ arguments
for a BMD for M-X seemed to diminish. In the place of LOADS
or supplemental to it, authors began to promote the cancept of
a space-based BMD. The space-based defense did not
automatically eliminate the need for the ground-based detfense
that was being researched and developed. A space-based EMD
system may still employ a ground-based defense in the terminal
area as a last layer of defense (14:16). However, not until
Fresident Reagan’s public announcement of "Star Wars" did this
concept gain widespread attention and usher in the next period
on the rationale for a BMD (refer to Chapter Four).




AORTICLE ONE - “"U.S. STRATEGIC FORCE MODERNIZATION: A NEW ROLE
FOR MISSILE DEFENSE?"

Jack F. Kemp is the author of "U.S. Strateqic Foarce
Modernization: A New Role for Missile Defense™" The article
was written in 1980. In 1970, Mr. Kemp was elected to the US
Congress from New York. His background on defense issues is
extensive. He was a member of the Congressional Delegation to
SAL.T and the Comprehensive Test Ban negotiations, and Chairman
of the Republican Party Subcommittee on National Defense and
Foreign Policy. In 1980, he was serving as a member of the
Defense Subcommittee on Appropriations (7:11).

Consistent with most articles on the rationale for a BMD,
Mr. Kemp’s article emphasizes that the massive Soviet military
buildup causes an imbalance in world military power. He
repeatedly stresses the Soviet’s military gains as the impetus
for developing a US BMD to sustain US deterrence. In
addition, Mr. Kemp states a need for developing a BMD because
neglect or delay of our strategic force modernization has
given the Saviets the incentive to continue their buildup.
The vulnerability of these forces leaves the US in a dangerous
position. He does not foresee a US BMD as a "cure-all" for
our force vulnerability, but rather a hedge against continued
Soviet deployments. Developing a BMD would be an alternative
to future Soviet military increases.

Congressman kKemp’s extensive description af US force
modernization focuses on the land-based leg of the triad.
Typical of many authors during this period, he presents the
benefits of a BMD to supplement the passive defenses of a
mobile M-X missile system. The active defense of a BMD and
passive defense of the mobile M-X system combine to make the
cost of an attack by the Soviets prohibitive. The number of
warheads needed to attack such a system would be unrealisti-
cally high and the result would he the balance aof deterrence
needed between the US and USSR for world stability. He
reasoned that US development of such a system would be an
incentive for the USSR to discontinue their massive buildup
program. The system would also be an incentive for the
Soviets to engage in potentially fruitful arms control
negotiations.

A key theme in Mr. Kemp’s article is his urging not to
deploy a BMD unless a situation warrants it in the future. He
pushes for developing the BMD as preparation to assure
survival of US ICBMs. He suggests that the US be ready to
shift to a balance of offensive and defensive weapons.

Mr. Kemp’s article was copied from the 1980 summer edition
of Strateqic Review and starts on the next page.
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U.S. STRATEGIC FORCE MODERNIZATION:
A NEW ROLE FOR MISSILE DEFENSE?

JACK F. KEMP

THE AUTHOR: Mr. Kemp is a Member of Congress from
the 38th Congressional District of New York. He was clected
to office in 1970, and currently serves as a Member of the
Defense Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations,
and the Congressional Delegation to the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban neco-
tiations. He has been Chairman of the Republican Party
Platform Subcommittee on National Defense and Foreign
Policy.

IN BRILEF

In 1972 the United States abandoned a bollistic missile defense as part of @ barquain with the Soviet
Uiton e SALT L Phe saerifice was motweated by a namber of assumptions, prominently the belief
that dhe 1S, Joree of Land-based 1CBMs would remain secure aqainst attack. Today, the SALT |
bergane s s clong end the tHreat to USOTCBMs s growing ccer more palpable.  Aqainst tie
Lackaround op ccolemg US -Sorwet strateqe foree ratios and US. force modernization plans, meiely
e decolopaent of w BMI up to the threshold of actual deployment could serve as an important
Do lic aovenst o potentiadly overaielming build-up of Soviet offensive forces—and also as an in-
coirtice for e cnaluld arms control efforts.

-

Lo dvnomios of anarms competition a ftew vears later to a far more pronounced
st that no o question of appropriate stress on defenses (anti-aireraft weapons and
cmypbess between offensive and de- deploviments).
Pensive weapons sistoms s oever conclusively More than a decade later, a vituperative de-
sottled T The sumypnons which make o par hate in the United States over the role of active
tenl e pobey s horce satable at o partcalar defense (in this instance, ballistic missile de-
| trne oy be gqorc !t anddermumed or ontpaced fensey in the Amencan strategie posture was
' Boo el oicme rechimola s shut s alliances o ostensiblv “settled”™ when the Ant Ballistic Mis
chees e e e oo ments and obyed stle Preaty was seened m 1972 and sobseqguently
tve s The Boeed Seaes espenenced this es vatthied by the United States and the Sovied
s ddready oy the tarntive penod ot s st Urtnon. Fhe controversy that was thus cartaled
fecromyp ettt warh the Sovier Prmons the lad penewrated procressively o the heart of
Strateoy ob o Mo eanve Betahion e the catly U'S  decmtonmakane on sirateere force mod
FOL0 L with ot ahmost exclusive emphasis on crnzation !
‘ U S, stratesic offensive power. cave wav only The decsion to toreo balliste missile de-
|
|
|
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tense tollowed o Sovict-American “bareain™ in
the Stratecie Arms Lintanon Talke (SALT 1,
whereby the United States awreed o abstaan
trom deploving its superior ballistie missile de
lense technoloey in exchanee lor the Soviet
Lnion’s acceptance ol lumitatons on s stra-
tecic offensive forces— himitations that, it was
presimed. would  prevent the Soviets from
mountmg an cticeuve threat avainst ULS. stra-
tevie offensive torces. This bargain still lies at
the core of the current assumptions behind U.S.
strateeic nudclear torce modernization. The bar-
catn, however, shows siegns of unravehne, and
with it several of the nportant assumptions on
which our detense poliey has rested.

In 1969, at the zenith ol the ABM debate,
those opposed  to - ballistic nusstle defense
¢ BMD) deplovment arcued that the prospect
of the Soviets achieving a significant counter-
torce potential avainst the fixed-point strategic
forces of the United States was simply too re-
mote to jusufv major mvestments in BMD.
Indeed, one of the leading anti-BMD spokes-
men, Professor Wolteang Panofsky, pledged
that he personaliv would support the deplov-
ment of a BMD svstem around ULS. offensive
missile sites should the threar emerce® Well,
today the threat has emerged —in stark dimen-
stons.

The consequences ot this emercent danger
to the survival of US. Mimmuternan TCBMs ¢and
with  them. submanmes i port. non-alert
Bombers and coocal command and control fa
alivesy are well dosarbed elsewhere, and need
not be reviewed modetar] heret Rathier, tas
article deals widh the broad imphications of the
cvolving strateaac scenanio for US decision
nahme with respect o the modermzation of
the stratewie forees, and the role which may
properly be assumed by ballistie nussile defense.

Specifically, this arucle addresses the ques-
tton of the appropraateness of ULS. stratevic
doctrine to the conditions of the 1980s. the
character of U.S. stratceie modernizauon pro-
grams and the poterual retanonship of BMD to
those proerams. During the 1970s, the modern-
1izaton ot US oiiensive forces and ballistic
missile detense were viewed as mutually exclu-
cive pohiey alternauves. In licht of the expec-
tations whick dommated the post-SALT I de-
tense policy of the United States, such a view
wos understandable  But the expectations of
the 1970s, tet alone of the 1960s, have given
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WV oo tar less oplunistic outlooll ter
1980< with the tarm “danzerous e soninadne
ever more onoushoom progectens of the oo
me decade.

The Stiateqgre Assnneptions of i
T960s cnd T970s

The basis tor the modernizaton of U7 <
teeic forces wis setin the late Yanos and el
FOT0s: it comprised a set ob expectations e
future Soviet behavior and about the conronn s
ot the arms control envivonment. Althou b o
was clear that Soviet stratevic forces i the 1o
19705 and carlv 1980s would be o saboaant Th
Lorcer than they were e the nod Tontis no
plans were cast for a srzmbicant CNPUTESIOn
the number ol ULS strategie delivery systen,
Rather, US. stratecic force  modernization
leaned on the objective of assurine the aialin
ol U.S. stratecic ofiensive forces to survive
potential attack several times lorcer than tha
which the Soviets were capable of mounon in
the late 1960s.”

The U.S. bomber force was to he modertie d
with an aireratt capable of rapid runway escape
and an ability to penetrate advanced area an i
tevminal air detfenses. The B-1 bomber swas
subsequently canceled by the Carter Adminis-
tration in 1977, but its replacement - the i
faunched  cruise  nusstle ——was qustined  on
rouchly the same crounds. Indecd. the AT CN
was deseribe @by s proponents i the TS A
mintstraton as 4 more clficent penceteator of
hostole ar space than a manned bomber.

The seabased torce composed of H ol
Poserdon class submanmes was to be veplaced
by a L zer and more capable submanime missil
combimauon, the Trident. At scyr survivabiin
wis improved by dintof ¢reater v hence buiit
into the system design azaimnst acoustically
based anti-submarine warfare and the potentiad
for greater concealment owing to the lonca
vanve of the missile { Trident [1 with a rance n
excess of 6,000 nm ).

The most diflicult target of stratece mod
ernization has also been the most urcent
namely. the land-based ICBM. The simple and
mexpensive “hixes” to the TCBM survivanilin
problem —increasing the numbers of lavnchers
and/or mcreasinge the blastresistance - hand
ness’ ) of TCHA silos --were neeatod byosub
stantial Soviet cams m bhalhiste mssite deiveny




tions about the MX lead-time. At present the
MX 1cpm has an amtal operating capability
date of July 1986, a date which almost certainly
could, and in my view should, be brought for-
ward to December 1984 or January 1985, Since
toAbs  compnses  so-called  ‘state-of-the-art’
technology, there 1s no persuasive reason why
it could not be deployed with the MX missile if
the povernment so wished.

At present some defence commentators are
arguing that deceptively based MX will be viable
i relation to the possible growth of the
Soviet threat (r.e. the increase in warhcads
capable of hilling hard targets) only if 10ADS is
deployed.'® This is simply not true. The US
defence community currently assumes that by
1986 the Soviet Union could deploy some
6,000 7,000 such warhecads on her 1cBM force.
But when onc allows, realistically, for the Soviet
IcBM warhcads needed to target Minuteman,
Titan and other high-priority hard targets, and
then makes prudent aliowance for a Soviet reserve
force requirement, it appears that the USSR
would nced something like 8,250 1cBM warheads
to neutralize the deceptively based MX system
(and other hard targets) - on an imprudent one
warhcad to one shelter basis.!” More sensibly,
allowing for the unreliability of their offensive
systems, Soviet planners would need to allocate
nearly 13,000 warheads to ncutralize the basic
MX shelter deployment (and other hard targets).
This, however, 1s only the beginning of the Soviet
counterforee  planninge wightmare. “Baseline”
MX sheltermg, at 4000 shelters (200 hinear
tracks’, cach with 23 shelters)y will be destened
so that 1t could be expanded to accommodate
9.200 shelters throuch so-called ‘back filling'.
Needless to say. the defence leverage acquired
by doubling the deceptive basing structure makes
1.0ADS even more cost-effective.

Beyond roaps, the US Army is developing
what 15 called an exoatmospheric “overlay’
b system. Desiened to intercept above the
atmosphere, this technology is much higher risk
than 1oaps. However, if fully developed the
‘overlay’ system will have characteristics qualita-
tively different from those of the exoatmospheric
defence cnvisaged for the Spartan ABM in the
Safeguard system  Above alf, it will utifize a truc
revolution in opteal discrimination and could
greatiy strengthen a hard-point Loans deploy-
ment or provide area coverage for urban-
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industrial America. As currently envisaged, the
foverly” system would entat the Lianchine it
the threat corridors of “probe’ missiles (activated
by launch threat signals from the carly-wuarnine
satellites) which would dentufy 1wily et
vectors and would distinguish real tieets from
decoys, chatl and debrs (the lone-wave g
red part of the electromagnetic specteurny Thewe
missiles would then “hand over’ therr thremt
data to the warhcad ‘buses’ ot long-ranyc inter-
ceptors, which would 1 their tirn “hand over’
threat data to non-nuclear honung  velneles
which could neutralize the tarects throneh mipact
or fragmentation,

Exoatmospheric non-nuclear-kill is, at present,
a high-risk technology. Prominciit among the
other technical challenges facing the npMp “over-
lay’ are the problems of precise aim point pre-
diction (homing intcrceptor warheads could be
wasted upon incoming warheads that would hit
empty MX shelters); late mid-coursc re-entry
vehicle manocuvrability (a2 warhead judged
innocent could rapidly, and almost at the last
minute before re-entry, turn into a potent threat);
on-board data processing; optical discrimination;
communication, command and control: prect-
sion decoys; and the sheer quantity of tarzets
to be distinguished.!® The “brute torce™ solution
to these difficult problems is termed *subtractive
defence’.  Each  exoatmospheric  interceptor
misstle would be packed with us many honung
vehicles as possible and would attack  cvery
hkely-looking  tarpet. A more  sophisticated,
though costly, approach to the  mud-course
discnmination problem would be to add radas
to the ‘probe’ mussiles and the “buses” on the
intereeptor missiles. In terms of lead ume for
witial deployment, 1oans and the cvoatmos
pheric *homing overlay’ could, given appropriate
funding, achieve initial opcrating capabilities
in about 1985 and the early 1990s respectively.
Almost needless to say, a two-ticred BMD system
(or better still a three-tiered one - adding inter-
ception in the ballistic missile boost, or very early
mid-course phase) could offer dramatic reduc-
tions in offensive ‘leakage’ compared with 2
one-layer system.!® Also, multi-tiering, relying
on different kinds of discrimination (say. radar
and optical), provides a substantial hedye agairst
‘clever’ offensive dezoy design or tactice, or the
catastrophic failure of particular defence dis-
crimination and engagement technolegies.
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industrial America (‘thick’ or ‘thin’) is very
unlikely to deprive the Soviet Union of her
‘deterrent’, because the evidence to hand sug-
gests  very strongly that, for her. deterrent
cflect is a function of anticipated war-fighting
prowess. To the best of our knowledge, she has
jttle interest an actually punishing American
socicty, and urban-industrial American would
be a lihely target only msofiar as it contributed
to the material resources for the conduct of a
war. Howesver, the Soviet Unton has ) be pre-
suned to have anoainterese monamtaamyg a igh
probibhility of Amerncan sel-deterrence.

One cannot be cerin - there s a severe
shortage of evidence - but on the basis of Soviet
words and deeds it would appear that there is
no Soviet assured destruction requirement vis-d-
vis the American homeland which could be
endangered by US areca By deployment. If this
tentative claim is correct, then the deterrence
stability (arms-race, crisis and arms control)
charges against US area BuDp deployment are
almost entirely the result of American strategic-
cultural preconceptions: plausible but, in Soviet
terms, incorrect. In the context of US BMD
deployment, Soviet sMD would not be a destabili-
zing development,

Present BMD Technology

In 10aDbs the US Army has developed a system
dedicated to the detenee ot hardened targets.
Losps comprisesoweli hardened radar of modest
dimenstons (stnce it has only to diseriminate,
identifly and provide engagement data for targets
that have re-entered the atmosphere, and are
vectored  very narrowly),'® and an inertially
ewided interceptor roughly half the size of the
Sprint missile of Safeguard vintage. Although
roaDS could defend the existing AMinuteman
fields, 1t is ideally suited, and indeed has been
designed, to defend a deceptively based 1cBMm
system.

The MX basing scheme as currently envisaged
=200 1M deployed one to each ‘linear track’
with 23 horizontal shelters (the ‘loading dock”,
rapid  horizontal ‘shulfle’  system) - multiplics
the prospective effectiveness of 1.oADs to what
should seem to Soviet General Staff analysts
to be a profoundly discouraging degree. Specifi-
cally, o a shelter-warhead kil ratio of unity is
asumed Gind adso anrealistically norehabality
problem) the Sosvict Unron can be certun of

*killing” one MX forevery 23 warheads dispatched
to saturate a particular “lincar track”. However,
it a minimal LoADS deployment (one nterceptar
per ‘linear track’) is added (at an estimated FY
1980 cost of $S11-12 billion), Soviet targeteers -
not knowing which shelter contained the MX
misstle — would have 10 doubl: their warhead
allocation, since the interceptor missile conded
be delending any ot the 23 shelters. This is known
as a ‘preferential defense’ tactic the toans
mterceptor(s) would ‘prefer” to detend the shelier
with the musale, but the Sovet tarpet planning
sttt would notknow winch tatwas, In ponciple,
the Soviet Unmon could desien an attack which
might defeat roabs cheaply. speatically, an
initial barrage attack wouid ‘flush’ the inter-
ceptor, permitting a follow-up re-entry vehicle to
attack the shelter which it had preferred to
defend. In practice this tactic would, at best, be
extremely difficult to effect and, at worst, would
be technically infeasibie, It is a classic ‘back of
the envelope’ threat - ingenious but probably
impractical, and scarcely likely to appeal to
responsible Soviet attack planners.

Loans differs from Safeguard in 2 number of
ways: the interceptor missile and radar would
themselves be deceptively based, as would the
1IcpM (M X or deceptively-based Minuteman) they
were protecting; the Loans radar, since it would
have to provide intereept dati only on the threat
to one 23-shelter hnear teack, s harder (vis-a-vis
nuclear effects) and Tar smaller than was the
Safeguard mussile site radar; and the intereept
would occur at truly minimum altitude, thereby
depriving the oftence of virtually all of the usually
cited ‘spoofing” tactics using decoys.'t On the
negative side it must be said that the relatively
close spacing ot the M X shelters (roughly 6,000 ft
apart, or slightly less), could pose noteworthy
problems for Loaws radars looking at a threat
coming in from the north southwards. The radars ;
might have to look through the nuclear effects :
of weapons exploded in, or very close te, the '
threat corridor. However, a Sovict saturation )
attack that was ‘walking in’ from north to south |
would, or could (depending on the timing), '
entail the risk of severe ‘fratricide’ as warheads
sought to penctrate through, or very close to,
the cloud stems of previous explosions, '8

Loabs technolopy is currently scheduled for
inttial operational readiness i PISR, However,
that lead-time is ticd to questionable assump-
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In retrospect. the last two classes of objection
to nMp  deployment  popular  resistance  to
‘bombs 1n the back yard’, and the quest for both
a substantive and a symbolic victory over an
alleged sinister military~-industrial complex -
appear largely to have been period-piece rallying
cries. However, although it is true to claim that
Amecrican communities had lived in peace for
many years with nuclear-armed air defence
missile sites, and that popular ground swells
against the munitions makers had been con-
spicuous by their absence since the days of the
Nye Committee (1934), the fact remains that
the popular suspicions generated in connection
with asM (though really stemming from Vietnam)
have had a lasting impact upon the structure of
the domestic politics of defence in the United
States. The aBm was the principal weapon-
system victim of the new-found lack of trust in
official military wisdom which the American
public derived from its Vietnam experience.
Politically fatal though these objections could
be, they were irrelevant to the strategic merits
of BMD deployment.

Arguments dating from 1970 to the effect
that BMD will not work simply do not apply to
the BMD technologies of 1980-90. Yet, given the
sources of doctrinaire opposition to BMD deploy-
ment, the technical accomplishment of the US
Army’s pMp programme has had very little
tmpact on policy debate, because the government
has not had a strategic conceptual framework
with a place for any »uD deployment.

For case and convenicnce of treatment, sMD
is here assumed to be one of two kinds: the de-
fence of American society, or the defence of
American  strategic forces (most  particularly,
of the 1esM foree). Notwithstanding the residual
uncertaintics as to the probable operational
effectiveness of 1cnM arainst silos, there is today
no serious argument about the prediction that
within a year the US 1oy foree, as presently
constituted, will be almost totally vulnerable to a
Soviet first strike. Several anti-anM spokesmen in
the Safeguard debate of 1969-70 granted that
they would recommend active hard-point de-
fence, when and if “the threat’ materialized.'® If
they mcant what they said, they should be press-
ing today for pvp for the US 1caM force. There is
a consensus within the Amencan defence com-
munity that the silo-housed Ainuteman 1cm de-
ployment is on the verge of being changed from a

secure second-stnke retahiatory force mta

lightning conductor for pre-cmptive hest-stihe

destruction,

Unlike the situation ten years ago, when the
US body politic was debating the merits of the
Safeguard aBM system, in 1980 the US has a
low-risk BMD technology that has been designed
for a dedicated hard-point defence. The US
Army'’s Low Altitude Defense System (10ADS),
described below, is capable of intercepting onfy
at an altitude (about 4,000ft) which would
provide a ‘keep out’ zone so restricted that
unprotected humans or unhardened structures
or communication facilities would be fatally
vulnerable to offeasive  war-heads  exploded
beyond that zone. Because of the Anm Treaty
of 1972 (as amended 1n 1974), with its restriction
to onc site and its severe radar and interceptor
limits, plus the restduc of negative doctrinal
feeling which has survived from carly 19705,
Loans has not been considered on its cost-
competitive merits with other alternatives for
the preservation of the US 1c8M force. It is not
at all obvious that Loaps should be deploved in
the near future in defence of US icBM - the
deceptive basing route for Minuteman/MX
appears to be cost-effective vis-g-vis even sub-
stantial threat growth - but there can be little
doubt that the negative reactions which cven
today are causced by the very mention of BMD
preclude objective analysis of the competitive
merits of hard-point BMD. 1!

There may still be some good reason for be-
lieving that the sMb of American citics and other
high-value cconomic targets would be undesir-
able, but the kind of ‘deterrence instability’
arguments advanced ten to fifteen vears ago have
lost much, though not all, of their popularity.
With very few exceptions, the US defence and
arms-control community has come to the con-
clusion that the Sovict Union does not held to
a concept of strategic stability that is at ali
recognizable in Western terms. Soviet defence
planners may well be pleased to note the totally
undefended character of the American homeland.
but there is no evidence that would suggest 3
Soviet force planning requirement, judged to be
essential for deterrence, to ‘cover’ an identified
fraction of US civilian-economic assets. The
active and passive defence of the homeland, 3¢

Michael Howard has suggested, is surely simply |
a matter of common sense.'® The BMD of urban:
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At least until quite recently (and today, though
in diminishing numbers), even officials friendly
to some of the possible policy benefits of
sMb deployment, have been wont to dismiss
BMD options out of hand, on the ground that
imnteresting sMD deployment ideas would entait
a morc-than-marginai rencgotiation of the Asm
Treaty, and that would be very unlikely to suc-
cced and would place the whole saLt process
at risk. With saLt n defunct, on prudent esti-
mation, the sanctity of the ABM Treaty has
diminished dramatically in very recent months.

In 1969-70 it was argued that Safeguard
would not work. It was claimed that the system’s
radars could be neutralized by the ‘blackout’
effects of well-timed precursor attacks, or by the
effects produced by defensive missile warheads,
and that the computer software, the directing
brain of the defence, simply could not cope
reliably with the velume of information, assess-
raents and battle management orders required.
In addition, it was argued that the radar identi-
fication and discrimination of real targets (re-
entry vehicles as opposed to decoys, chaff, missile
tank fragments and other debris) beyond the
atmosphere was too imprecise to allow confi-
dence in the exoatmospheric intercept ability
of the Spartan aM. Also, it was claimed that the
Sovict Union could aways adopt a *brute-foree’
solution to US BMD deployment - that deploy-
ment would simply be saturated by more in-
coming re-entry vehicles than there were inter-
ceptors available. For a varicty of ‘strategic
cultural’ and burcaucratic-political reasons, the
US defence community has long been friendly
to the modern equivalent of the belief voiced by
British Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin in 1932
that 'the bomber will always get through’. (Fortu-
nately for Britain and the United States this
dogma was challenged successfully by the Tizard
Committee, with the consequence that the RAF
of 1940 had a modern air defence system and an
obsolete bomber force.)

The predicted technical incompetence of nyp
in 1969-70 was buttressed by fairly casual ref-
crence to such offensive ploys as ‘salvoge-tusing’,
wheirehy an in-comimge warhead vould be deton-
ated by anterceptor warhead detonation, and
the  deployment  of - manocovenng  re-entry
vehicles (MARVS), Bath methods are technically
possible but, as of 1981, both are generally
judged to be very difficult and costly (in many

dimensions) to design and effect. It is a perennial
feature of technica! dcbate over ‘frontier’-level
weapon systems that a missile or capability that
is very probably good enough to cope with cven
severe threats, has to be defended against purcely
theoretical threats that are extremely unhkely
to matenalize.

Not infrequently, the claim that smp would
not work did not refer to an anticipated ‘cata-
strophic’ failure of the defence, but rather to the
expectation that no nMD system would be 1007
effective. This claim is of little importance for
the active defence of 1€BM silos or shelters, but
it is often held to be a devastating critique of city
defence. While granting that ‘leakage’ can be
permitted, indeed cven planned for, with 1CBM
silo or shelter defence (one might choose to
‘give’ an enemy a fraction of his hard targets, in
order to concentrate defence assets to protect
the rest), it is not true that an imperfect city
defence is valueless. ‘Leakage’ can be controlled
and even directed to an important degree. The
heavy defence of a target may discourage its
being targeted, while leakage can be controlled
by deploying more interceptor missiles (thus is
not to deny that heavy defence may lcad to
heavy targeting allocation). For rcasons of
technological deliciency, treaty-constrained de-
ployment or unilaterally determined foree size,
the United States might well be in a position to
deny Soviet 1env and s1.sM direct access to most
of her urban-industrial assets, though possibly
at the cost of denymg protection to some. No
matter how proficient the ballistic missite de-
fences may be, there can be no guarantee that
a few warheads could not penetrate. No defence
system should be expected to ‘work’ with abso-
lute and total success. A mcasure of *hardening
for urban-industrial  America through civil
defence should be the principal policy response
to the incvitable defence ‘leakage’ problem,

Next, it was believed widely, and by people
of some stratepic sophistication, that BMD was
not needed. This claim was relevant to the 1969
Safeguard reorientation of the BMD programme.
It was arrucd that there was no plausible threat
on the horicon to the pre-launch survivabihity
of the silo-housed Minteman 1 s (Seeretary of
Defense Malvin Lards claims tor the counter-
foree tiest-strihe potential of the 889 Mod 4,
with 3« 5 smr sirvs, were generally discounted.*
And - should that claim be overtakhen unexpec-
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wdly by events at was argued that it wias Jess
than obvious that a theoreticully  valnerable
Afinuteman should be  defended: the United
states could abandon her land-based missile
force or seek survivabihty through some form of
deceptive basing.

The complex deterrence stabihity arpument
aratnst v eeterred, strictly, only to a smp
systern deployed i an attempt o defend Ameri-
can soviety. Apart from its uncertain potential
for cxpansion nto a oty defence scheme., the
hard-potnt defence ol s silos was by detinition
innocent of this charge. In the late 1960s the
bulk ol the official US defence and arms-control
commumty helicved that strategic stability, ‘a
truly divine goal’ as one commentator put it,*
was logically inherent in the very character of
modern weapon technology. Each super-power,
it was thought, requires unrestricted military
access to the socictal assets of the other, while
remaining unquestionably confident in the ability
of its strategic offensive forces to survive a first
strike by the super-power adversary. The “stable
deterrent’ was the deterrent able to survive
surprise attack and wreak unaceeptable damage
upon the adversary’s socicty. It was believed ~
though the belief was based on nothing more
substantial than abstract (and cthnocentric)
strategic logic - that the Soviet Union would see
any area defence of the American homeland as
a potentially fatal challenge to her rctaliatory
capability, which she would have to overcome.

ABM and Strategic Logic

This strategic logic meant that sMp deploy-
ment for urban-industrial coverage would stimu-
late an Coffsetting’ Sovict offensive response:
hence, the arms-race instability. Stmilarly, sMD
coverage of socictal assets would imply a greater
US willingness to break out of an acute political
¢risis by military means, since a President might
come to belicve that his country actually could
wage, survive and recover from a nuclear war.
By extension, it was argued that if BMD coverage
of US urban-industrial targets would necessarily
stimulate a Soviet offensive programme response
(in order to preserve Soviet assured destruction
capabhility). it could not fail to undermine the
basis tor a sarr accord. Such an accord would
be negotinble only it the two sides lacked major
incentives to butld up ther stretegic offenstve
force arsenals.

In the fate 19005 and early 1970~ distingushed
and technically expert strategic commentitors
arpued, from the thesis of stable deterrence
through assured vulnerability outlined above,
that the strategic arms competition was i rela-
tively straightforward action reaction process ®
Ihe prinapal prospective vitkun was the anss
Thus view triomphed in sact 1, although Sovict
motives were almost certainly difierent. On this
thesis. if American AsMm deployment were drasti-
cally curtailed the Soviet Union should lack any
powerful incentive to deploy strategic offensive
forces beyond those needed to cover the US
urban-industrial target base (and some nuhlitary
targets). George Rathjens reflected this opimion
in his observation that *with the right Kind of
ABM agreement, aacentive for either side to
cexpand its offensive missile forces or to put
MirRvs on them would be much reduced since.
in the absence of concern about adversary
ABM deployment, each side could be confident
that it had an adequate deterrent even if it
believed that a large fraction of its strategic force
might be destroyed by preemptive attack™.?

However reasonable such expectations were
at the time, the plain facts of the 1970s would
appear to destroy the theory that informed this
claim. The Sovict Union, in the context of the
AuM Treaty, procecded to test and deploy the
kind of strategic offensive missile force that one
would have expected if a serious US city sMp
system had existed.® It might be suggested that
Soviet 1cBM and sLaM programmes in the 1970s
would have been pursucd even more encrgetically
had the United States proceeded with sBMD - and
particularly with a Mo system which provided
some urban-industrial coverage. However, that
argument is both inherently improbable and
implausible. The Soviet Union, with a dinunich-
ing rate of economic growth, has been moderni-
ing in every category of nuiditary capability.

The development, testing and deployment of

her  Mirv-equipped  fourth-generation, 1y
(SS-16 10 58-19),? has constituted an investment
of awesome magnitude. On the avanlable evidence
it is not obvious that the Sovict 10nv and st u
programmcs (with their nuclear warhcad pro-
duction requirements) could have been on a very
much greater scale if the US had deployed Bub.
Indeed, if the Soviet Un.on decided that sMD
deployment required a response in kind, they
might cven have been smalier.
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Ass Treaty of 1972 as constituting a historically
definitive judgment.

The ABM Debate

The aBM debate of ten years ago involved an
urnhappy combination of defence doctrinal and
sociological phenomena which caused the debate
to become so politicized and cmotional that
fair assessment of the weapion systent in question
Cwashvery ditficalt. The assm, coming up for policy
deciston as it did in a period of intense American
introspection and sclf-doubt, assumed symbolic
status. This was understandable, given the
Vietnam-dominated domestic politics of the
period. but it did little for the quality of the

dcbate.

*  There was a thread of understandable con-
fusion running through the argument which
stemmed from the fact that the principal strate-
gic mission of the system was altered very basi-
cally. even though the technology was not. On
14 March 1969 President Nixon announced the
, reorientation of the US ABM programme,
renamed Safeguard (from Sentinel), away from
the provision of ‘light’ or ‘thin’ arca coverage
of urban-industrial America and towards
the defence of Minutenian 1cpM silos. Although
the mix of system components was different in
the new hard-point defence orientation, it did
not escape technical critics that Safeguard was
being charged with a mission for which its
major components had not been designed. Above
all clse, critics argued that the ABM system, and
in particular its fow missile site radars, was far
more vulnerable to attack or degradation than
was the target sct it was defending,

Although careful defence commentators had
no difficulty comprehending the possible impli-
cations of the differencc between attempting
to defend hardened strategic offensive force
targets and urban-industrial area targets, some
anti-ABM voices either failed to appreciate the
difference or chose to see a silo-defence-oriented
Safeguard as a stalking-horse for a much more
ambitious deployment. The distinction between
the syMD ol hard-point targets (such as 1cpm
stlos and launch-control centres) and urban-
industrial tareets is of fundamental importance,
both for the scale of the technological challenge
and possibly for the strategic consequences,
Many, it not most, of the more doctrinaire
anti-smb arcuments of 196970 refated solely
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to city defences, not to the defence of hardencd
point targets.

Basically, there were five classes of anti-sMp
argument advanced ten years ago:? these were
that BMD would not work; that, whether or not
it would work, it was not needed; that it would
destroy the stability of deterrence (a0 generic
charge which embraced the accusations that it
would promote arms-race instability and crists
instability, and would endanger the prospects for
success of the then novel sat.r enterprise); that
it would mean a threat to particular localitics
(‘bombs in the back yard’); and that it was a
make-work project for an alleged military-
industrial complex.

The details of the debate are important, pri-
marily in so far as they constitute, almost liter-
ally, the most recent flow of information to the
American public on the subject of missile defence.
The AsM Treaty of 1972, however its merits and
demerits may be assessed, had the effect of taking
BMD programme questions out of the mainstream
of active policy discussion. So, for the better
part of a decade, only a very small group of
(largely technically-minded) cognoscenti has kept
abreast of the evolution of BMD technology. The
number of Western defence commentators who
have continued to consider sBMp programmes in
policy or strategic perspective has been cven
smaller. It is no cxaggeration to claim that the
US defence and arms-control community, as
a whole, has not wanted BMD to be raised again
as a live policy question. BMD, even of a very
restricted (c.g. hard-point defence) character,
hovers on the edge of posing uncomfortably
fundamental issues about the dominant society-
punishment-oriented theory of deterrence.?
BMD of any kind, would be likely to help reopen
discussion of the proper relationship between
deterrence and defence (or, rephrased, between
deterrence by the threat of punishment and
deterrence by denial). hard-point defence should
not have this effect, but the fact of BMD may be
more important for the terms of defence debate
than its technical character.

More prosaically, the memory of the bitter-
ness and emotion of the ‘great ABM debate’ of
1969-70 was too recent to induce commentators
or officials to risk inviting a replay. Fortunately,
from this point of view, the Asm Treaty served
as a plausible partial alibi for silence on, and
apparent idifference to, BsMD policy questions.




A New Debate on Ballistic Missile

Defence

COLIN S. GRAY

Ten years after the anti-ballistic missile debatc of
1969-70, the strategic environment has changed
cnough to sugpest to many commentators
the nced for baliisic mussilc defence (8MD)
technologies. A new dcbate over the merits of
different kinds of BMD is coming, but the terms
of that debate are largely unformed. As of 1981,
there are more than sufficient grounds for re-
opening a policy debate not only about BMD's
possible merit for stabilizing the Soviet-Ameri-
can strategic balance according to the criteria of
mutual assured (societal) vuinerability, but also
about the fundamental wisdom of the offence-
dominance which has characterized US strategic
doctrine and posture for the better part of fifteen
years. This latter issue bears directly upon philo-
sophies of deterrence, as well as upon the rele-
vance of US capabilities to possible foreign-
policy needs and the compatibility of US nuclear
strategy with American values.

This article docs not argue that the anti-Asm
coalition of ten years ago was wrong, that the
1972 Asm Treaty was a mistake, or that the
United States should hasten to invest heavily in
BMD systems for the 1980s and 1990s. All it
argues is that the strategic world, and much of
informed Western opinion about it, has changed
so markedly since the very carly 1970s that,
given the inherent importance of the subject,
the question of the policy relevance of BMD of
different kinds should be raised anew. The uiti-
mate conclusion might possibly be that nmp
would create more problems than it would solve,
Nonetheless, that possibility does not dismiss
the case for reassessment.

The avnm debate of the late 1960s and the very
carly 1970s encouraged polarization of opinion
and opened wounds within the American defence
Colin Gray is Director of National Security Studies at
the Hudson Institute, New York. No opinions, state-
ments of fact or conclusions in this article can be pro-
perly atinibuted to the Institute, its staff, its Members or
It contracting agencics.
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community which have yet to be healed fuily.
No effort is made here to offer retrospective
wisdom on the policy positions taken ten vears
ago, since it is assumed that both pro- and anu-
ABM spokesmen in the Nike X -Sentinel-Sufe-
guard debate argued honestly and took positions
that seemed reasonable at the time. The impor-
tant issue is whether or not timcs have changed
to such a degree that some policy positions which
were reasonable in 1970 are no longer so rcason-
able in 1981.

Although some of the more important ques-
tions posed here require answers that inherently
transcend the available evidence - such as, ‘what
is an adequate deterrent in Soviet perspective,
and is that Soviet idea compatible with a US
definition of an adequate deterrent?’ and ‘how
far would US self-deterrence devalue the currency
of intended deterring threats?, much of the
basis of a responsible debate on the futurc
policy relevance of BMD is a matter of fact rather
than judgment. For example, the BMD tech-
nologies which the United States (and NaTO,
with American assistance) could deploy in the
1980s and 19905 have little in common with the
Safeguard AbM technology that was debated 1n
1969-70. Moreover, our knowledge of Soviet
‘strategic culture’,! and of Soviet strategic *style’
in arms competition, has undermined the plausi-
bility of a good many of the anti-abMm arguments
popular ten years ago; and the disadvantageous
evolution of the multi-leve! military balance in
the 1970s, in an cra characterized by intensive
arms negotiations, has cast significant doubts
upon the value of a Western concept of strategic
stability bornin an era of US strategic superiority-
in short, BMD technology has changed, Westernt
understanding of the Soviet Union has changed,
and Western appreciation of what is, and is not,
an adequate strategic concept, has changed. In
these very general terms, at lcast, it may be
claimed that it would be inappropriatc to vicw
the negative decision on BMD cnshrined in the




declares that the Soviets will interpret our deployment of a
BMD as a rational move for a country not seeking a first
strike capability. Deployment of a BMD would be a responsible
| action by a country trying to take precautions against an
] adversary. Lack of a US BMD may be interpreted by the Soviets
that the US is building a first-strike capability that can and
may be successfully employed.

Mr. Gray concludes that a BMD potentially offers enough to
the security of our nation to reassess the merits and
drawbacks of a BMD. His article was copied from the
March-April 1981 issue of Survival and starts on the next

page.




ARTICLE TWO — "A NEW DEBATE ON BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENCE"

The author of "A New Debate on Ballistic Missile Defence"”
is Colin S. Gray. Mr. Gray is president of the National
Institute for Public Policy and is a member of the General
Advisory Committee on Arms Control of the Arms Control and
Disarmanment Agency (6:70). He was Director of National
Security Studies at Hudson Institute, New York when he wrote
this article in 1981 (5:460). Prior to working at National
Security Studies, Mr. Gray was Assistant Director of
International Institute for Strategic Studies in London
(15:Back Cover).

Mr. Gray attempts to present an objective review of the
debate on BMD in the late 1960s and last decade. He provides
an excellent explanation of many of the pros and cons of a US
BMD stated by commentators in that time period. For example,
he cites the rationale that a BMD is more cost effective than
adding more offensive weapons or protective shelters to
preserve the uncertainty of the location of the M-X missile.
In another example, he raises the issue that a BMD would
reduce fatalities, and that a BMD causes the Soviets
uncertainty in their war planning. Many of those same views
or rationale are stated today as valid reasons for a BMD. Mr.
Gray does balance his article by presenting the views of the
critics of a US BMD. By taking this approach, he allows the
readers to make their own conclusions regarding the validity
of a BMD in the US in the past and to apply some of those
arguments for the 1980s. Mr. Gray expands on the rationale
for a BMD in his section on policy issues.

In the section on policy issues, the author, through the
stimulation of questions, cites five potential reasons for
developing and deploying a BMD in this decade. First, the US
strategic nuclear forces are losing the credibility to deter
the Soviets. Second, American deployment of a BMD may
encourage the USSR to discontinue their offensive nuclear
force buildup. Addition of a US BMD would convince the
Soviets that deploying more offensive nuclear forces was
useless because US retaliatory capability would exist after an
attack. Third, a US BMD may stimulate a defensive weapon
system competition with the USSR. Spending money on defensive
forces by the two superpowers would draw funds away from
dangerous offensive nuclear weapons. He believes this
competition would make the world a safer place by reorienting
the nations to work on defense of the hameland. The fourth
reason for a BMD has already been documented in this
anthology. I1f a nuclear war does occur, the country will want
as much physical protection as possible. Fifth, deployment of
a BMD conveys to the USSR that the US is preparing for the
possibility of war, not preparing for premeditated war. Gray

39

e’




m the expectation that fum and cffective limits
could be established on offensive forces. The
stratecie environtient that looms ahead in the
1980s defies that expectation.  Nevertheless,
arms control arrancements can be in the Ameri-
can interest: the task for U.S. policymakers is
to adjust the sights of arms control policy to the
world as it is. If a BMD system were developed
and available for deplovment during the 1980s,
it could contribute to the establishment of an
environment that is amenable to a renewed
arms control dialogue. It can be postulated
by now that the prospects for cquitable arms
control will brighten onlv at the point when the
Sovicet leaders comie to the realization that their
massive investment in ICBM torces are no
loncer likelv to be productive.

Keeping the BMD option open does impose
certain criteria on the LS. force modernization

would. tor example. render inadsisable systems
which depend on trctieal warmng tor thew sur-
vival (e.e, armranebie ICBM deplovments .
Lookinz more deeply into the future. an en-
lareed role tor BMD in U.S. stratecic doctrine
and modernization objectives mav icad to the
eventual restoration of a healthicr balance be-
tween offensive and detensive weapons. The
assumptions that have induced the nited
States to abjure a detense against ballisue mis-
siles can be shattered by anv number of cvents.
such as heichtened Soviet bellicerence and/or
a spate of nuclear proliferation over the globe.
It seems unlikelv that a world which could be
shocked by the terror bombing of Guernica will
long tolerate the permanent holding of its -
vilians as hostages to nucdiear attack. While o
full-Hedoed shitt toward an active defense pos-
ture mav be implausible during this decade tor

cifort. Thus, land-based torces should be de- want ol smtable technology, Amencan policy
siened 0 manner that is compatible with can at east make ready the mitial stepping
possible,  effecuive BMD  deplovment. This stones for such o shitt.
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1. A well-informed review of the linkace between
the 1969 ABM debate and the current defense policy
debate may be found in S, Rosen. “Safewuarding De-
terrence.” Foreign Policy. Summer 1979,

2 See John Newhouse, Cold Dawn: The Story of
SALT (New York: [IHolt. Rinehart and \Winston,
1973).

3. U.s. Senate. Commuttee on Foreien Relations,
Subcommittee on Internatonal Orgamizations and Dis-
arnnent, Strategee and Forewgn Policy hinplications ot
VRN Systeans, Hearmgs, 91st Conaress, 1st Sessiion
cWashineton. D.C.. GCovernment Printing Othice, 1965,

4 See tor example, Paul Ho Nuze, "Deterring Our
Detervent.” Forergn Policy, Winter 1976-1977.

S5 A review ot US. moderntzation programs and ob
jeetives can he found an Harold Brown. Department of
Iyefense Nenwal Beport, Fiseal Year 1981 (Washington,
D C.o Govermment Printng Othce. 1980).

G. A detaded deseniption of the MX svstem as cur
rently discussed can be found o Colin & Gray,
Strateay aud the MX TCBM  Washinaton, D C L The
Hentave Foundanon, 19800, and D Gatliths, "NX
1lexabahity Altow s Doubliig of Shelters ™ Aonation Weel
wind Space Tecinology September 17, 1979
T The SALT I constramits did not achieve himits on
balhistic mussiles. only on their launchers. As o single
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11 Albert Wohlstetter, Legends of the Strateqie
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12, The Sleverave” cained in appiving BMD anses
from the tacuc ob “preferentual defense” where the
location of the ABM interceptorts) and the MX miassile
1~ concealed wathim a set of 23 shelters. It two inter-
ceptors e provided tor each of the 200 misstles within
A4 600 shelwer cotplex, then the Soviets would have to
ablocate three warheads per shelter to assure the de-
stiuctton ol g single MX missile If two warheads per
tareet were requued, then an additonal 1600 war-
hieads Cfor atotal of 184000 would be requured. In
pracuce, the actual leverage mav not be as high, but
the level of uncertanty faced by the attacker 1s very
hivh - o desicable property to mantan deterrence.
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prospects of 10 would make the incentives tor
balhstic missile detense compelling,

in the meantime. the desien of the MX svs-
tem is compatible with a possible subsequent
decision by the United States 1o deplov a bal-
listic missile defense system o protect the MX
tiissiles  tor the event that the eventaal tmnn-
ber ol deploved Soviet reentny velnddes were (o
overwhelm the practucal s of passive de-
tense (e, the construction of additional shel-
tersy. The artthmetie e this respect as stple
and persuasive. I the United States were to
deplov 100 ABM intereeptors to protect an MN
force of 200 missiles i a system of 4.600 shel-
ters, the Soviets would need 13,800 warheads
to threaten the force—that is, if they allocated
but a single reentry vehicle to cach MX shelter.
It the number of shelters were increased (o
9200 (the maximum currently  cnvisioned
within the proposced scale of the land acquisi-
tion). the number of Sovict reentrv vehicles
would have to be doubled. But normal target-
ing prudence would call for tio reentry vehicles
aimed at cach shelter. Thus. such a combina-
tion of passive and active defenses of the MN
would push i viable Soviet attack on the svstem
bevond the realm ol the teasiblet”

This hind of clementary anithmenc torms an
cever more sienificant backeround to the debate
over the modernization of ULS, strategic forees.
It o BMD svstem were credibly acatlable jor
deployment. 1t would threaten to “pull the rue
from under” the Soviet strategic modernization
effort. The Sovicts could concede little purpose
to a continued build-up of reentry vehicle load-
incs that even under the best of assumptions
would fall short of a viable threat to U.S.
ICBMs. Mustering the potential of a BMD sys-
tem thus augurs as the best hope for restoring
measures of stability to the Soviet-American
arms competition and providing an cnviron-
ment wherein arms control can become a truit-
ful excerdise.

The Potential of Ballistic Missile
Defense i the 1980s

The new role ol BMD could not have been
torecast a decade aco--but then a number of
old assumptions have foundered in the rapid
tides ol technological advance. One of the
prominent victims is the assumption that super-
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ponwer stabriiny can somchow he buoade o
bakimce of stratewic ofiensive power

It seems clear that the staccenme mas nited:
of stratecie offensive weapones predicted o
the next two decades wHll tas any Binceree no
tions about effective arms control man veometn
ol arsenals ol thatr sizes Fhe developanr g o
techcally teaable DYDY svrenes doe o
o l)(l\\lM(‘ ditection tor the Soviel N g
arms competition in which the potentisl ton
conflict can be constramed and perbaage
verted. In the more immediate fatare as b
heen noted, the very prospect ol a0 crecdiile
BMD for the protection of Jand based stratea
offensive forces may provide the incentive {on
a return to the negotiating table.

It needs to be emphasized that what is pio
poscd fhere is not a sudden “overturning ol the
applecart”™—c.¢.. a unilateral abrogation by the
United States of the 1972 ABM Treatv. which
will come up for review in 1982, What is urced.
rather. is simply the development—up o the
threshold of deplovment—ot a BMD svstem
that has a capability 1o assure the survival of
Land-based strategic forees.

Such a development effortas within the wrasp
of the United States. because the basic compo
nents of the system are generally at hoand oy
represent evolutionary improvemetits ot the
Sateeuard  ABM svsterm. the deplovinent o
which was abandoned in 1972 when the AbN
Treaty was signed, ™ Already well-advanced
rescarch and development, the so-catled 1 ow
Altitude Detense System ( LoADS) pramises tic
nucleus of a credible abilitv to detend a tand:
based 1CBM svstem deploved in a multiple pro-
tective  structure  {as is the proposed MXN
svstem ).

" The present and projected funding Jevels
carmarked for development of the LoAD svsian
would not permit its deplovmenc until the Law
1980s. Butit the R&D cffort were accelerated oo
convey ULS. determination to make the svstem
available for possible deplovment st an canhies
date, the demonstration may be enouch to i
courage o osurce of Sovict investment an Llth
ceneration 1CBMs (which svstems are hloiv 1o
be tested in 1980-19811. If the Sovicts were o
co ahead with such an mvestment, the o
tremelv high reentry veluele oadings torecase
in the recent Nauvonal Intelbeence st
could well become a reality,

The ABAI Treaty was ratified by the Conciess




alternative to phasing the vessels out of the
force is to rchabilitate them via a service life
extension program (SLEP) similar to the cne
now being conducted ftor the attack carrier, the
U.S.S. Suratoga. Even it this can be successtil,
however, the submarmes will still be unable to
accommodate  the most  advanced missiles.
Theretore, a reduction in the overall capability
of the sea-based torce is inevitabice.

Land-based Missile Systems. By far the most
attention has been lavished on the future of the
land-based ICBM force. As carly as the mid-
1960s, predictable improvements in the de-
livery accuracy of ICBM warheads cast doubt
on the long-term viability of fixed-point ICBMs.
Yet, the threat emerged even more swiftly than
expected-with the simultaneous advent of mul-
tiple warhead missiles and the improvement by
an order of magnitude in the accuracies of bal-
listic missiles over the ecarliest ICBMs.

By 1976. an orderly program was at hand to
permit a shift from fixed-point ICBMs to a more
secure basing mode: namely, the initiation of
full-scale ensineering development of the MX
ICBM in FY 1978, with a planned initial oper-
ational capahility date of FY 1983.'% This pro-
jected pace of development and  deplovment
would have permitted the shift from fixed-point
ICBNIS to a more survivable basing mode to take
place coterminous with the emergence of the
threat to the ULS. [CBNIs,

Yot arms control initiatives by the United
States had the etfect of stalling progress on the
MX. Full-scale enzcineering development of the
missile and basing mode was halted. and a be-
wildering sertes of alternative vasing modes
was studied and reviewed. The hope (starting
with the March 1977 mission to Moscow by
Secretary of State Cvrus Vance) that an agree-
ment could bhe reached in the Geneva SALT
necotiations that mreht somehow obviate the
MX deplovment contnbuted to a three-vear
defav in the resumpuon ot tull scale encineer-
ine development of the missile svstem. The
TOC was moved back three vears to FY 1086
At the <ame time, the mtellreence estimates
which had antormed the oncmal 1Y 1ond
Coeet date tor the NN TOC had 1o be revised
upward  Sovier e bt testaoan 1977 and 1978
ot i SS s Nod b and the sSa0a Nod 3 e
vedded that o threat o DS Laind bhased OB S
world emer_e sooner than expected —perhaps
das carly as 1081
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U.S. Strategic Force Modernization
The Emerginyg Strategic Equation

For the first time since 1572, the subject of
a possible role for ballistic missile defense in
U.S. strategic torce modernization has bhegun
to enter the stratevic dialogue in the United
States. The discussion is focusing on BMD not
as a cure-all for the widening strategic vulner-
abilities of the United States, but rather as an
important hedge azainst a future made all the
more uncertain by the continuing thrust of the
Soviet offensive weapons build-up and the
murky outlook for arms control.

The prospects, in somewhat simplified terms,
are as follows. The number of shelters {4,600
to 9.200) proposed for basing the MX would
be sutficient to offset the anticipated number of
Soviet reentrv vehicles likelv to be deployed by
the mid-1980s. Yet, the confidence that one can
muster in predicting the size of Soviet offensive
capabilitics in the late 1980s and bevond has
to be trail. U.S. intelligence estimates of Soviet
strategic force objectives have consistently
fallen short of eventual Sovict deployments. ™!

The character of Soviet force growth clearly
will be dependent also upon the incentives
olfered by the tareet structure in the United
States. The delavs and uncertainties in the
LS. decision to deploy its ICBMs in a morve
survivable basing mode encouraves the Soviets
to concentrate their stratedic torces mvestment
in land-based svstems capable of knocking out
vulnerable U.S. ICBMs. Moreover, it is clear in
retrospect that as the United States elected to
limit its own ability to target Soviet fixed-point
svstems (thus, tor example, the United States
decided to equip only 350 of its 530 Minuteman
[T missiles with advanced Mark 12A reentry
vehicles). the Soviets had much to gain from
both their arms control posture (eschewing
limits on heavy missiles) and their stratecic
force modernization effort. The combination ot
the slow pace of US. modernization and the
tatfure by the United States to evolve an ability
to e damaee trom Soviet TCBMs provides the
Soviets widh ample imcentive W avoid necotiated
restrants on then torces.

The corw ) vnees of a Soviet Amencan stra
leate nms competttion at very hiedh leveds of
stratesne weapon oadimas vecc s upwards ol
15,000 reenuy vehteles)y e ditheult to tore
see. Almost certandy, however, such an escala-
tion of the weapons competition (or even the
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of the nearly simultancous emergence of vary-
ing degrees of vulnerability in the several com-
ponents of U.S. stratecic forces. As was origi-
nallv planned, all elements of U.S. strategic
offensive forces were to enter modernization in
1977, This process was delaved and signifi-
cantly altered under the Carter Administration
in deference to arms control priorities, as well
as an apparent personal, emotional reluctance
by President Carter to sponsor sweeping im-
provements in U.S. nuclear weapon delivery
svstems.

Air-Breathing Systems.  The modernization
of the air-breathine clement of ULS. stratecic
forces proved to be the most controversial when
the salient part of the program—the replace-
ment of the B-52 series bomber with the B-1—
was peremptorily canceled by the Carter Admin-
istration. As an alternative, the Administration
proposed to replace existing “stand-off” missiles
on strategic aircraft with a modern cruise mis-
sile. Thereupon the air-launched cruise missile
(ALCM) swiftly became enmeshed in the web
of arms control: for nearly two vears the United
States offered to limit the range of the ALCM
to 2,500 kilometers. and the development of the
new missile was delayed as a result. In any
event, the key significance of the Carter deci-
sion was that the ALCM, rather than a support-
ine clement in the modernization of the air-
breathing forces, became in effect a substitute
for a new penetrating bomber.®

The effeets of this deaision on the potencey of
LS, strategre forces in the F980s s sienificant:
with the cancellation of the B-1 approximately
40 per cent of the strategic force mecatonnage
procrammed for deplovment in the 1980s was
climinated. Morcover. the failure by the United
States to forge ahead in the penetration capa-
hilities of its bomber forces against ever more
sophisticated Soviet defenses portends the in-
evitable phasing-out of the existing force of
B-52 and FB-111 bombers. and sole reliance
on the ALCM. While this gap in U.S. offensive
capabilitics may not be felt in the carly 1980s,
it will become ever more significant in the latter
part of the decade—cspeciiily to the extent
that the Sovicts channel awav their investments
from the difficult and costly task of modern-
izing their area and werminal detenses against
the penetrating bomber to the less challencing
misston of engaving the stand-off cruise-missile-
carrving dircraft.”
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The scope of the problem was exacerbated
by the fact that arms control Jimitations ac-
cepted by the United States imposed sionificant
constraints on cruise missile deplovments, bt
none on Soviet air defenses acamst the crue
missiles. In ceneral, it seems that the Carwe
Admimstration had  concluded  that the ar-
breathing element of the ULS. strate2ic tral
made onlv a peripheral contribution to deter:
rence, and thus could be given a seconduary role
in the modernization picture.

Sea-Based Systems. The modernization of
the sea-hased  svstems was scheduled o he
taken up sertatum inoan clfort \[):nmin',', {two
decades.  First, some of the Poscidon subma-
rine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) were
replaced with the longer-range Trident I missile.
Althouch the new missile would reduce the val-
nerability of the submarine to several tvpes of
anti-submarine warfare technoloov (due to the
larger patrol area made possible by the missile’s
loneer range), a pavioad penalty was paid in
terms of the maximmum number of warheads
that could be loaded on each missile.

The second phase of the modernization effort
was the construction of a new series of sub-
marines (Ohio-class ) which would increase the
number of missiles carried per submarine from
16 1o 24, The third phase of the madernization
effort was to be a new long-rance SLBM. the Thi-
dent 110 The warhead loadines ot the Trident 1
would be maintained, but the new  misstle
would be more accurate and allow a srenihicant
catne i survivabality throuch an even ereater
enlarcement of the patrol wea. The complete
modernization of the sea-based element would
not be completed until the mid-1990s.

But the delayvs in the sca-based moderniza-
tion program alrcady have created difficult
short-term problems. The older Polaris-class
submarines will reach the end of their service
lives by the mid-1980s (three submarines are
already out of service). As ua result. the total
force of U.S. SLBMs will decline by one third
in the mid-1980s, unless the existing svstems
are replaced or their service life extended.

The problem is particularly acute with re-
spect to the ten older Polaris-class submarines,
because their launch tubes will not accommo-
date the Trident T missiles, Unfortunately, one
|)r<)m|5ing |)l‘()l)()s;l|--—l() (‘(|Ui|) those submarines
with 86 cruise missites —has been rejected
on arms control ¢rounds, The oniv remaininy,
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accuracy and creater-than-expected increases
in the numbers of Soviet reentry vehicles. The
only significant passive technique for enhanc-
ing the survivability of U.S. ICBMs was a modi-
fied form of mobilitv whereby the precise posi-
tton of an ICBM _Could be obscured through the
concedment of @ small number of mussiles (ap-
proxunately 200 in a faree number of shelters
{more than 9.000). To shorten a very long and
technicallv complex story: the search for the
least costly “good-enough™ solution to the ICBM
vulnerability problem seems to have reached a
conclusion in the proposed mobile deployment
of the MX missile. But one penalty that has
already been incurred is a delay in the initial
operational capability (I0C) of the MX system
from fiscal vear 1983 to 1986."

The costly delavs in the decision to begin
encincering development of the MX system
offer testimony to the painful evolution of U.S.
assumptions about the strategic environment of
the 1980s. It neceds to be recalled that the pro-
visions of the SALT Treaty, the ratification of
which by the U.S. Senate has been suspended
in the wake of the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
stan. established a “bascline assumption™ about
the character of the Sovict threat in the 1980s.
The "SALT-denominated™ threat for the mid-
1980s consisted of a Soviet inventory of [CBM
reentry vehicles in excess of 6,000, more than
half of which would be capuable of counterforce
missions-—i.c.. able to be targeted against U.S.
ICBM silos. This figure exceeds by more than
a factor of two the torecasts that had been made
in the ecarly 1970s.

As the SALT Il Treatv received increasing
scrutiny in the course of the ratification process
in Congress. the etficacy of the limits ostensibly
imposed by the Treaty on Soviet strategic offen-
sive capabilities grew progressively doubtful,
especially as thev pertained to the loadings of
reentry vehicles. The ability of the Soviets to
boost the reentry vehicle loadings on their heavy
SS-18 nussile by up to 40 per cent. combined
with therr proven capacity o fire multiple mis-
oles from the same Llauncher viae the “cold-
Liunch™ process, setously devalued the limita
tons that had been necotated in SALT 11T
According to press reports, a recent National
fntel ., nee Esttmate ¢ NTE)Y for the late 19805
projects reentry vehicle loadings in Sovicet forces
at 13,000 or more-— double the estimate of the
late 1970s.
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U.S. Strateqic Force Modernization

That such ¢ross changes in the stratecic on-
vironment could contound U.S. inteffizence
estimators is significant in and of itself. The
predicament. however. has been compounded
by the lack of anv real changes in the substance
of U.S. stratecic doctrine and policy that could
allow the strategic modernization proerams of
the United States to adjust to the realities ol the
1980s. This predicament can be summarized
as follows:

e The Soviet Union does not share the ULS.
concept ol parity in defining its force ac-
quisition objectives.

e The expectation embraced by American
policymakers, that SALT would be an ct-
fective means of constraining the growth
of the Soviet stratecic offensive torce, can
no longer be sustained.

e The notion that the Soviet Union had de
facto accepted American concepts of mu-
tual vulnerability by acquiescence in the
ABM Treaty is contradicted by the scope
of the continuing Soviet modernization
provram.

e The arms conuol/strategic doctrine de-
veloped  during the 1960s  and  imple-
mented in ULS, policy during the 1970s
will be incompatible with the international
cnvironment of the 1980s, whete force
levels may exceed forecasts ol a decade
carlicr by an order of magnitude.

The U.S. Strategic Modernization Program

The modernization of U.S. strategic forces has
heen driven both by changes in the threat posed
to U.S. forces, as well as by the constraints
of the arms control environment. Each has im-
pacted directly on the character of the U.S.
moderntzation ceffort, but arms control con:
straints clearty have predominated in the past
several vears. Notwithstanding the changing
threat, the U.S. modernization program has re-
flected commensurate chances in neither stra-
tegic objectives nor tareetime doctrine Cal-
thouch the Later has underzone careful review
since the nud-1970s). According o most im-
portant avercwite indices  ce.g., equivalent
megatons), U.S. strategic force loadings will
decline during the 195805 and 1990s.

The modernization of U S, strategic forces
has loomed as a comprehensive task because
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The technologies outlined above are these
which the American BMD community believes,
with more contidence (LoaDS) or Iess (exoatmo-
spheric *homing’ overlay), that it knows how to
bring to operational reality in the 1980s and carly
19905, Beyond  these  basically  conventional
technolomes lies the ‘exotic” realm of directed-
cnerpy BMb systems. In time some of these are
virtually bound to be very attractive candidates
for deployment - almost  certainly on  space
platforms. Space-based high-cnergy laser systems,
designed to destroy 1csm and sLBM in their
boost phases, could easily mark a historical
change in the relationship between the offence
and the defence in favour of the latter. However,
major practical problems remain to be solved,
and the United States (and presumably the Soviet
Union) have scarcely even embarked on a laser
versus laser counter-mcasures competition,
This is not to dismiss directed-energy BMD -~
simply to be cautious about when it will become
feasible.

What BMD Can Do

Predicting, even with modest confidence, that it
will be technically feasible to accomplish certain
wMmD tasks is not, of course, the same as believing
that they should be done. Morcover, just as
no weapon is inherently invulnerable (probably
not cven stes-carrying nuclear-powered sub-
marines,*? so no active defence system can be
said to be likely to *work™ in vacuo, regardless
of the scale and sophistication of the threat,
Before probing the crucial question of policy
desirability, it is probably useful to summarize
what the currently predictable technical facts
secm to indicate as feasible.

They show, with very high confidence, that
1.oADS cught to be able to defeat a Soviet attack
upon deceptively-based 1cns. Indeed the cost-
effective  leverage it could achieve should
(though it may not) discourage any Soviet
attempt to defeat the joint deployment of shelter-
based 1c st and Loans by increasing the number
of attacking warheads launched. Strictly speaking
iF UIS serateric arithmetic 1s correct, LoADS would
not be needed to defeat a Soviet threat of much
less than 12,000 re-entry vehicles, sinee, (assum-
iy a potential for shelter expansion) the MX
deceptive basine structure alone could cope with
such an atack. Parsuing a competition which
i olved 23 o more warheads to ensore satura-

tion of an MX complex defended by one inter-
cepior would be unlikely to appeal to competent
Soviet defence planners.

LoaDS could be relevant to the defence of any
hardened facility, not only of scas shelters.
However, LoAbs derives its extraordinary lever-
age from the nature olb the deceptively-based
1M scheme which pernuts preferential defence.
The low altitude of 1 0ADS tarpet engagement and
interception is a virtue in the detence of hard
targets, because 1t permits both very high-
quality aim point prediction (so that interceptors
are not wasted on warheads directed against
cmpty shelters) and confident discrimination
between recal re-entry vehicles and dccoys.
However, the low altitude of engagement pre-
vents the system, as currently planned, from being
relevant to the defence of such soft targets
as air bases or urban areas.?' It is also worth
mentioning that, because of the synergism of
deceptive 1CBM basing marricd to preferential
BMD, deploying Loaps with MX from the outset
would permit a considerably less extensive and
cheaper MX missile and shelter system. Indced,
it could be arpued that the overall cost of
deceptively-based MX with Loabs, as opposed
to deceptively-based MX alone, might be up
to 30¢, less for similar operational effectivencss
measured in terms of surviving warheads. For
the active defence of fixed targets of known
socation - such as current wesw silos, air fields,
command, control and communications (C¥)
centres and the hke - 1t would be almost essential
to have a multi-level BMD system embracing an
exoatmospheric ‘overlay’ scheme, such as the
one outlined above, plus a BymD deployment
capable of interception in the atmosphere
(though, in many cases, at a higher altitude than
is intended for LoADS).

The ‘overlay’ system could provide a very
valuable thickening for the Loaps defence of
hard targets, could provide a thin area coverage
of much of the continental US, or could even
offer the prospect (in conjunction with a lower-
level BMD interception scheme  for much re-
duced ‘leakage’yof miking truly dramatic inroads
into the wapeht of larpe-scale attacks apainst
urban-industrial America. Population Tatalities
are related fairly directly to the quantity of
megitonnage delivered. An foverlay’, plus lower
fevel atmospheric smn, could massively reduce
the deliverable mepatonnape by means of both
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successful interception and the so-called ‘virtual
attrition’ caused by the expenditure of scarce
Soviet missile payloads upon technology intended
to defecat the defence).

It is possible to invent threats which could
defeat a BMp system. Both LoaDS and the ‘over-
lay’ system described here have casily identifiable
potential technical problems. 1.oabs would have
to function in an extremely severe nuclear en-
vironment. Perhaps its components would prove
to be insufficiently hardened against weapon
cffects, or the system might lose its ‘leverage’
potential if the USSR uncovered the deception
code governing the movement of MX missiles.
Similarly, the ‘overlay’ system might be defeated
by cleverly designed decoys or by manoeuvring
re-entry vehicles. However, Soviet defence
planners cannot organize such vulnerabilities
cheaply or reliably.

Probably the single most telling argument for
sMD deployments of the kinds discussed here is
that — almost regardlcss of their precise mission —~
they must reduce the operational confidence of
the offence. Deterrent cifect is in good measure
the product of sensible uncertainty,?? and pMp
adds major technical and operational uncer-
taintics to offensive tasks that are not certainly
achicvable anyway. The more “clever” and sophi-
ticated an attacker has to be in his planning, the
more there will be that could po wrong. Short of
actual trial by battle, Soviet military technologists
could not be certain that their BMD penetraiion
technology and tactics would function well.

Policy Issues

The range of active defence options for the 1980s
and 1990s raise policy issues that cannot be
ignored. The revolution in optical discrimina-
tion, when added to the progress made in rapid
data processing and the hardening of radars,
means that opposition to sMD on the grounds
that it will not work has weakened very appreci-
ably. Furthermore, in the context of defensive
tactics involving preferential protection, the usc
of two different methods of target discrimination
(long-wave infra-red optical sensors in outer
space and by radar within the atmosphere)
means that fairly casual references to the growth
of the Soviet threat (in quantity and quality)
can no longer suffice to forestall a scrions policy
dcbate on the merits of deploying ballistic
missile defence.

Given the above assessment of the feasibility
of different kinds of non-cxotic BMD systems,
five broad political-strategic questions should
be prominent in the new sMD debate of the 1980s,
First, is it reasonable to belicve that arca BMD
could contribute very usefullv to deterrence?
If *thinly' deployed, arca smo might function as
a ‘fircbreak’, denying the USSR a very low-level
response to a US strategic nuclear initiative but
suflicing to deny any other country ballistic
missile aceess to the American homeland. “The
‘fircbreak’ thcory may have some merit, but it
is vulnerable to the arguments that ‘thin® arca
BMD might mislead some officials into believing
that the world had become much safer for small-
scale central war, and in any case small-scale
nuclear strikes are not much in keeping with
what is known about Soviet military style.

A better case for area BMD rests upon the pro-
position that a ‘thick’, or truly serious, multi-
level deployment would usefully reduce Ameri-
can self-deterrence and so ecnhance the credibility
of the extended deterrent. The American (and
Western) defence community continues to
ignore the plain fact that, in the absence of
substantial homeland protection, US strategic
nuclear forces lack both credibility as an extend-
cd deterrent threat and ability in the event of
need. ® The Soviet Union cannot be certain that
this is so (even incredible (hreats deter to some
extent) but the required quality of deterrence,
its robustness in periods of very acute political
stress, could well be lacking if the US homeland
continucs to be totally at nuclear risk.

Second, is it possible that pMD, of both hard
targets and urban-industrial areas, might serve
to encourage arms-race stability? The pace and
quality of Soviet offcnsive force deployments
over the past decade can probably be explained
in terms of some combination of defence-
industrial momentum and anticipated war-
waging (and hence, in Soviet eyes, deterrent)
benefit. The manifest arms-race instability that
has characterized the saLT (and Ay Treaty) cra
flows from the fact that the Soviet Union genu-
inely belicved she could derive prospective
military-political gain from pressing ahcad with
new offensive systems. American  deplovment
of sMD technologics like those discussed above
might scrve to discourage her from continuing
the coursc she has followed in recent years.
At the very least, Sovict defence planncers would

49




Rt = % i R

e

pave to judge serious US BMD deployment as
reducing, and perhaps drastically reducing, the
anticipeted military-political returns from (some)
offensive weapon programmes.

The undeniable facts of the strategic arms
competition in the 1970s demonstrate that the
absence of BMD has been fully compatible with
an increasingly unstable strategic balance. The
tong-familiar claims that US pMD deployment
would be futile and would contribute to insta-
pihty lack obvious credibility. BMp deployment
need not be futile —a capable technology could
actually defend what it was desigred to defend
with an acceptable failure rate. Even if the Soviet
Union tried to respond to the BMD deployment
so as to negate it, she might not be able to do
so. Moreover, area BMD focused upon the defence
of American socicty may be far less liable to
simulate the arms race than generally is be-
tieved. As noted above, it is generally acknow-
ledged today that the Soviet Union docs not
adhere to any known concept that resembles
assured (society) destruction. Indeed, her civil
defence programme, albeit of uncertain cffec-
tiveness., attests her lack of interest in the coneept
of mutual assured destruction at least. The Soviet
government may well prefer US socicty to be
unprotected, but that need not, and should not,
serve iy eutdance for American defence policy.

Third, is it not possible that US BMD, of hard-
points or of society at large, would stimulate
the USSR into opening an arms compctition in
defensive systems? This has to be juuged a
distinet possibility. However, it would not
obviously be undesirable. The Soviet Union
does not have infinite resources to invest in
strategic forces. Roubles devoted to the active
defence of Soviet cities (and other economic
tarzets) would be roubles not expended upon
offensive systems that could kill Americans, or
upon general-purpose forces that could seize
territory. The SALT process, of which the surviv-
ine monument is the Aum Treaty, has virtually
heensed a massive build-up in offensive forees.
A pup competition, oriented towards the de-
fence of those tareets that neither side should
have much interest in actually striking (cities
and other cconomic assets), could herald a long-
ovendue trend towards @ somewhat safer world.
However, the United States would  certiunly
wish (o be able to penctrate Sovict smp ol tome
Linds ot tareets, An amportant clement in 1
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renewed sMD debate should be consideration of
the net benefit, or possible net loss, to US security
in the context of bilateral nymp deployments,

Fourth, how valuable might syn be if deter-
rence cither faited or vas arrclevant? As Fred
Ihle sugeested i an important article in 19773,
it is probably unreasonable to expect nuclear
deterrence to work indclinitely.*t Even skiiled
high-wire artists believe in safety nets. The pro-
bability of deterrence failure cannot be esti-
mated - it may be very small - but  highly
improbabie events do occur. If deterrence failed
(and BMD, by iis modest enhancement of the
credibility of nuclear threats, should help to
prevent this), a US President would very quickly
discover that he was really very interested in
intelligent war plans and in the physical pro-
tection of the United States -and scarcely at
all in the punishment of Soviet society.

Finally, what message would US suD deploy-
ment be likely to convey to Soviet leaders? This
kind of question touches on the arca of US
defence thinking that has long been the weakest:
the understanding of the adversary. Many
people still believe that area sy deployment
would be politically provocative and destabiliz-
ing, because it would allegedly be interpreted by
the Soviet Union as a signal that the United
States was planning and preparing to wage war.,
All that need be answered to this and similar
points is that the USSR has always viewed defen-
sive preparation as constituting little more than
common sense, reflecting responsible precaution-
ary official behaviour. Preparing for the possibil-
ity of war is different from planning and prepar-
ing for premeditated war, Withdrawal from the
ABM Treaty, if followed closcly by steps to
begin deployment of LoADs, should not, of
course, carry any implications of ‘war-waging’
intentions.

Moreover, the Soviet Union might actually
be reassured to see the United States building
active homeland defences. US area nan deploy-
ment carrics with it the clear implication that
the United States anticipates the possibility,
indeed probability, of having to withstand a
mitjor attack on her society m the event of war.
In Soviet eyes a United States whose homeland
is naked of civil defence, i or noteworthy
air defence, could be a United States that s
(foolishly”) confident of achicving near-total
first strike offenstve success. In addition, a
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United States seen to be investing in sMp pro-
tection of her socicty might well appear to
Moscow as a United States resolute and res-
ponsible in her approach to her intcrnational
and national security dutics.

On balance there is a strong case for reassess-
ing cvery important aspect of sMp. Idcally, that
exercise, which already is beginning in a modest
way, should be approached in the spirit of a
net assessment. That is to say, not merely should
the possible merits and perils of sMp for the
United States be considered, but so also should
the merits and perils of continuing down the now
traditional path which is dominated by offensive
weapons.

1981 is an unusually appropriate year for a
new BMD debate. SALT n, which amounted to
recognition of the offensive-forces arms competi-
tion much as before, is virtually defunct; the
ABM Treaty is due to receive its second quin-

quennial review in 1982, and the new US
Administration has time for carclul reassess-
ment of its attitude to the Asm Treaty
before the 1982 dcadline; competent-looking
usMmn technologies are maturing; and there has
been an almost revolutionary sea-change 1o the
quality of American understanding ol Soviet
defence philosophy, It is worth recalling the
words Donald Brennan wrote in 1969: °I do
not believe that any of the critics of amp have
cven the beginmings of o plausible program for
achicving major disarmament of the offensive
forces by, say, 1980. Many of them scem com-
mitted to support forever a strategic posturc
that appears to favor dcad Russians over live
Americans. [ believe that this choice is just as
bizarre as it appears; we should rather prefer
live Americans to dead Russians, and we should
not choose deliberately to live forever under a
nuclear sword of Damocles.’?’
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ARTICLE THREE - "OFFPORTUNITIES AND IMPERATIVES OF BALLISTIC
MISSILE DEFENSE"

The author of the article, "Opportunities and Imperatives
of Ballistic Missile Defense,"” is Senator Malcolm Wallop. He
was elected to the US Congress from Wyoming in 1976 and wrote
this article in 1279. 1In 1979, he was serving on the Select
Committee on Intelligence and was Congressional Advisor to the
Strateqgic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) negotiations (14:13).

This article is representative of many articles in the
1977 through 1982 period. It represents other articles during
thi1s period because Mr. Wallop discusses rationale for an
alternative to the traditional ground-based BMD. Coupled with
this alternative is a potential major change in US military
strategy. As an alternative to a limited BMD system, he
recommends pursuing a space-based BMD that uses directed
enerqy weapons, particularly lasers, ta destroy an enemy’s
offensive weapons. The big advantage of this system is the
potential to protect American lives and homes, not just
strategic nuclear weapon systems. The article expresses that
the main rationale for switching to developing and deploying a
space—-based BMD is that it will operate away from populations,
thus avoiding destruction of people if it has to be employed.
Strategy could change from one of assured destruction to one
‘ of "assured survival."

Senator Wallop sees that opportunities are within
technological reach to start development of a space-based BMD.
He believes this option for a BMD offers world stability and
national security through the country’s self-protection rather i
than reliance on destruction of the enemy. He also added that
this new type of system would be less provocative. The !
atmosphere would be the superpowers’ protection from
accidental firings of the laser because the atmosphere
dissipates the power of the laser. 1In 1979, Senator Wallop’s
concept was not widely accepted, but has become a major issue
in BMD and national defense initiatives today.

Senator Wallop’s article and suggestions for a space BMD
serves as an excellent introduction to the most current debate
on the rationale for a US BMD as well as the set of articles
for the next chronological period in this anthology. His
article is caopied from the 1979 fall edition of Strateqic
Review and starts on the following page.
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OPPORTUNITIES AND IMPERATIVES
OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

MALCOLM WALLOP

THE AUTHOR:
to Congress in

Senator Wallop (R.-Wyoming) was clected
1976, and he serves on the Scenate Finance
Committee, the Energy and Natural Resources Committee,
and the Sclect Committee on Intellicence. He is Assistant
Minority Whip and a Congressional Adviser to the SALT
negotiations. Senator Wallop served as a First Licutenant
in the U.S. Army Artillery.

IN BRIEF

The macabre delusion of “Mutual Assured Destruction™ has blinded U.S. policymakers to the needs
and means of defense in the ballistic missile age—to the point where in 1972 the United States for-

jetted a potent, if limited, ABM system. U.S. officials continue to cling to the MAD delusions in the
tace of overwchelming cvidence that the Soviet Union never shared that delusion: indeed. Moscoi s
harnessing an cver more powerful strategic arsenal (including continued ABM development) to a ru-
tional war-fighting strateqy. Especially in light of formidable opportunities iniierent in new directed
enerqy weapons. it is high time that we lay to rest the MAD phantom and bend our prioritics and re-
sourees to the mission which, in the final analysis. the U.S. taxpayer expects of his urmed forces: the

protection of American lives and homes.

t is not the purposce of this article to arguce
that the armed forces of the United States
should be capable of limiting damage to

the United States in time of war. That propo-
sthion s selt-evident except perhaps to those
who stll cline with almost ideological obsession
1o one side of a long debate in professional
‘detense” circles. The purpose, rather, is to
Laise tor public consideration the tact that tech-
nolouy s rendering the “balance of terror™ obso-
lete. Technoloey now promises a considerable
measure of satety from the threat of ballistic
precise. it offers that
ctety o whichever advanced maaon s willing
to craspat.

nussiles. Foo be more
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Over the past fifteen years, at least four
American presidents, and their leading defense
advisers, have built weapons and cast strategic
plans well nich exclusively tor the parpose of
inflicting damage upon the enemy’s society, b
provements in hardware and procedures have
been judged by a single test: the ability to do
harm to the Soviet Union. Not since the early
1960s has the military policy of the United
States aimed at limiting the Soviet Union's
ability to ravage the United States in a nuclear
war.

American policy has been based on the as
stmption that any nucear exchanee woukd he
so disastrous as o make it impossible 1o dis-




crniminate between “better” and “worse” results
of any such exchange. A study published in
1979 by the Congressional Office ot Technology
Assessment takes note of the fact that a Soviet
nuclear strike against U.S. strategic weapons—
a “disarming strike”—would kill less than one
per cent of the American population. But the
study appears to lump a tragedv of that dimen-
sion together with an across-the-board nuclear
attack mn which some 156 million Americans
would dic.

Because we have refused to acknowledge that
the disaster of nuclear conflict could betall us,
we have taken no measures to mitivate that po-
tential disaster. The United States does not now
have plans for its own defense in case of war
with the Soviet Union. Last veuar this country
spent over S$120 billion for “defense.” There
seems to be little objection to the prospect of
that sum rising substantially in future years.
Yet. as one reads the latest of the nation’s prin-
cipal documents on defense, the Secretary of
Defense’s "Posture Statement,” one cannot help
but be confirmed in the conviction that those in
charge of the nation’s military forces have no
clear idca of how these funds might be used to
accomplish what in the final analysis the tax-
paver expects of his armed forces—namely, to
protect American lives and homes.

The MAD Hangover

Indeed, the fiscal vear 1980 Poswure State-
ment reflects deep ambivalence about the very
possibility of defense. The fact of ambivalence
must he counted as progress of sorts, Between
rouchly 19566 and 1979, the Department of De-
fense was in the iron grip of the docurine of
Mutual Assured Destruction, which considered
any idea of damage-limitation—"defense” in the
true sense of the word-—as anathema to the se-
curity that was linked to a theoretical balance
of offensive power beiween the United States
and the Soviet Union. With overwhelming of-
fensive pewer but no defense, neither side could
deem military action rational.

The events of recent years, however, have
given pause to all but the most zealous adherents
of MAD—among whom, alas. President Carter
has squarely placed himself with his State of the
Union Address of 1979 and his speeches on be-
halt ot the SALT Il Treaty. In the 1970s the
Sovict Unton has built missiles unambiguously

capable of a ravonal military act thay o
largely disarming the United States withieot
necessarily targetine population centers. More
over, the Soviet Union is workine on anue-
ballistic missile defenses more intensivelv than
the U.S. Central Intellicence Acency
willing to acknowledge.

Aware of what the Soviets are doinc but sull
deferential to MAD, the authors of the FY 1950
Posture Statement wrote it like a Hamlcuan
soliloquy. The document recognizes, on the one
hand, the utility of being able to destrov the op-
ponent’s missiles, even as the Soviet Union s
developing the capability to destrov ULS. Land-
based missiles, and envies the other side’s alnhts
to shelter millions of its people. On the other
hand, the Posture Statement refuses to recoms-
mend to the Congress that the United States do
all it can now to build warhcads capuble of de-
stroying hardened Soviet weapons. The docu-
ment proceeds as if active strategic defenses
were out of the question. and scoffs at civil
defense. It then concludes by admitting that
“we” do not have a verv good idea of the conflict
we are trying to deter.

At the source of this confusion is what can
best be described as the "MAD hangover.” The
affliction is powerful enough, given its long and
stubborn history. Within months of the first
nuclear explosion in 1945, American news
media propagated a simple message, which ap-
pealed to the messianic streak in the American
cthos: Because nuclear war “would be the end
of mankind.” “the Bomb” should end mujor wan
forever. The strategic analyst Bernard Brodic
emerged as the first apostle of MAD. n 1946,
while the United States held an absolute mo.
nopoly of nuclear power, Brodie postulated m
his book, The Absolute Weapon. that the best
hope for mankind lay in a peculiar kind of
nuclear equality between the United States and
the USSR. Both the United States and the So-
viet Union. averred Brodie, should possess
forces capable of devastating the other’s socicty:
the corollary was that cach would be utterly in-
capable of defending its own society.

It took over twenty vears for the vision .-
umbrated by Brodie 10 assume a cortan on
ticing pseudo-reality—and it took another ten
vears for the vision to be dissipated. In tin
carly postwar period. when bombers represented
the main strategic weapons, superior Amertcan
aireratt would have been able 0 pencuate So
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viet defenses almost at will, while Soviet bomber
fleets would have foundered against superior
American air detenses. The United States sus-
; tained #ts unquestioned strategic nuclear su-
periority throuch the first phase of the missile
age, so that as late as the mid-1960s the United
States could have aimed, even with its then in-
accurate missiles, a disarming strike at Soviet
misstles deploved on “soft” Launch pads, while
retiining most ot its force in resecve.

By the Latter part of that decade, however, the
Soviet Union followed the United States in de-
ploving ballistic missiles either in hardened
silos or aboard submarines. By 1969, the USSR
commanded as many missiles as did the United
States. Because neither American nor Soviet
misstles were at once powerful and accurate
enough to knock out opposing missile silos, U.S.
policymakers leaped to the conclusion that the
age of stable strategic deterrence of Brodie's
vision had come to pass.

The most convinced devotees of this view
were the then Secretarv of Defense of the
United States, Robert McNamara, and his prin-
, cipal aides, including the present Secretary of

Detense, Harold Brown. Their statements at
the time. upon which thev based their force
‘ decisions for the 19705 and 1980, make em-
harrassmg reading todav. In an interview in the
'8 News and World Report in April 1965,
Mro MeNamara declared that the Soviets "have
! decided that they have lost the quanutative race
and thev are not seeking to engage us in that
contest.”  And he elaborated in a speech to
U.P.1. in San Francisco in September 1967: “Is
the Soviet Union seriously attempting to ac-
quire a first strike capability against the United
States? . . . We believe the answer is no.”

Todiv, a2 mere aozen vears later, the answer
to MceNamara's question is resoundinely “ves.”
There is broad acreement in the U.S. strategic
community that a small portion of the Soviet
mussile torce is capable of destroving nearly all
American land-hased missiles in their <ilos,
thereby bluntng the United States” capability to
mthct rembatory destruction upon Soviet <o
crctv hinretrospect. American otlickals made the
rnstate of supposing as hoth desirable and per-
moanent  beeanse thev wished it soy a strateone

itositon that ot matenabized as the tormuous

Lot ransitary comvercence of ope side’s desires,
the other side s etforts and the state o the
technolosy i o given period.
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The question that pervades the gatherine
American stratecic debate is: “What now?”
Some of the tentative answers that have been
circulating are hardly invigorating. Driven by
the force of habitual thinking, thev seem to
revolve around schemes by which the United
States might somehow resuscitate an “assured
destruction” capability in its offensive strategic
force. Yet, even if the United States were some-
how able to muster a {ull-fledged capability
against Soviet mussile silos, the inherent sta-
bility and wisdom of any new strategic cquation
based strictly on offensive forces would remain
very much in doubt. It is high time that we lay
the phantom of MAD to rest and that we turn
our attention to the realistic task of affording
maximal protection for our society in the event
of conflict. The Soviet Union, for its part, has
never really deviated in its attention to this task.

The Old Anti-ABM Arguments

The anti-ballistic missile (ABM) svstems
banned by the SALT I Treaty of 1972 rclied on
large, phased-array radars to pick up incoming
warheads as soon as they appeared high in
space above the curvature of the carth. Com-
puters associated with these radars would then
sort throuch (he information, discriminate
among, real warheads, chaff and decoys, and
“hand over” tarcets to smualler radars., In the
American Safecuard ABM system (ot which
only a single site was built) a mediumesized
missile. “"Spartan.” would intercept warheads
about twenty miles away, whereupon a smaller,
bullet-like conical missile, "Sprint.” would be as-
signed to the incoming missiles which “leaked”
through the initial defense. In 1972, the Soviet
Union had no svstem comparable te 1e Sprint.
Moreover. its phased-array radars seemed primi-
tive. and tts computers could not sort through
data as rapidlv as could those of the United
States.

The ABM which the United States necotiated
awav in SALT T was a potent but obviousv
limited svstem. The Spartan and Sprint mis-
siles were reliable enouch, hut two technical ob
jectons to the ABM stood out. First, ot was ar-
vued that while the combination of vadars and
computers conld sort throuch andy @ very tew
thousand vadar contacts at o time e Soviet
Uion could be expected to ey to ovenwheln the
system by puttng several times that number ol
warhcads and penetraton aids simultancously




mto any attach. Opponents ol the ABM con.
ceded that b Satecinnd were deploved nation
wide, the Soviet Umion wonld not have enougeh
warheads to overvhelm the svstem across-the-
board. but in only onc or two arcas. But their
secand and corolliry arcument held that the
Sovicts would anexorabhy acqpme the necessany
urnber ol wartheads and penctiation ads 1o
overwhelm the entire ABM svstem because, it
was contended, the cost to the defense of shoot
e down anv oone warhead was ereater than
was the cost ol that warhead to the offense.

Such argmments, however. never took into
account the value ot the tareet detended. Nor
did they consider the possibility that, as the
offensive forces of the Soviet Union nmproved,
Amcrican defenses might improve even more
rapidlv. The logic ot MAD cffectively barred
such notions.

A third argument against Safeguard—a non-
technical one—was psvchologically more pow-
erful. Although the Safeguard ABM could knock
down a high percentage of incoming warheads
—no one could know precisely how high—
some warheads would be certain to penetrate
the defenses. Doctrinaire (and demagogic) ad-
herents of MAD argued that the nation would
he “destroved™ as effectively by 100 nuclear
warheads as by 10,000, and that. conscquenttly,
anv defensive svstem that {ell short of assured
perfection would actually do more harm than
good—hbyv emboldening the United States to take
risks of nuclear conflict which it would not
otherwise entertain in face of its vulnerability.
They arcued that the United States ought not
to give up the hope of total avoidance of nuclear
war for the sake of a svstem which could offer
good, but not total. protection.

huprovements in Conventional BMD

The Soviet Union’s approach to anti-ballistic
missile defense has been radically different. In
contrast with the U.S. experience, defense
against ballistic missiles is wholly consistent
with the Soviet military doctrine. The Soviet
L'nion has been endeavoring to develop an ABM
ever sinee the very beginning of the missile age.

Until 1968, the Soviets refused peremptorily
all ofters to negotiate limits on ABMs. A state-
ment made by Premicr Kosvgin at a London
news conterence on February 90 1967, still
makes fasanating reading todav. Not only did
Kosvgin reveal the Soviet leaders” basic attitude

toward ADNM. but he also derded b e
American “costelfectivenoss appeoain thoa
looked at AN promandy g terme, ol e ooy
relationships to offensive weapons. To g,
tion whether the Sovict Union would consider
moratorium on the development of . AB\L
Kosyuin replicd in part as Tollows

Which weapons should be vesarded 2o
sion factor  offensive or delensive weapnn
I think that a detensive svstenm which poe-
vents attack, is nota cause of the wrmes race
hut represents a factor prevenuny the death
ot people. Some persons reason thus: Which
is cheaper, to have offensive weapons that
can destroy cities and entire states or to have
defensive weapons that can prevent this de-
struction? At present the theorv is current
in some places that one should dev clop
whichever system is cheaper. Such “theo-
reticians” argue also about how much it costs
to kill a person, $500,000 or $100.000. An
antimissile system may cost more than an
offensive one, but it is intended not for killing
people but for saving human lives.

One year later. however. the United States
tested what later became the Safeguard svatem.
After those successful American tests, a treaty
banning ABMs became the Soviets first priority.

Since 1972 both superpowers have continued
research into conventional ABMs. In terms of
technology alone, a substantial distance has
been covered. No longer must incoming war-
heads first be seen by huge eround-based radars,
which must then sort the “wheat from  he
chaff.” Now there is the possibility of sending
detectors into space, which would spot the mis-
siles themselves before they could have released
their penetration aids, and which would direct
long-range interceptors to the warhcads while
they were still in mid-course. Shorter-range
interceptors could then still pick off those war-
heads that had eluded mid-course interception.
There would thus be fewer "leaks.” Moreover,
the cost of destroving an offensive warhead in
this fashion would be somewhat less than the
cost ot the warhcead to the offense.

There have also been some ingenious low-
technology inventions. The best known, “Porca-
pine. is a mortar filled with @ hich explosinve
which shoots thousands of steel darts mita the
path of incoming warheads. cither destownz
them or exploding them oo high for accom-
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plishing their intended damage. “Porcupine” is
hest fit For detendine TCBM silos.

One should emphasize that these are but
technological  posstbalities. Since 1972 the
United States has not actually constructed any
detensive weaponry. [t has even torn down
the one ABM site which it was permitted under
SALT T and dismantled all but one site for mis-
siles desiened to defend acainst aiveraft.

By contrast, since SALT I the Soviet Union
not only has sustained its allotted AGM site,
which defends Moscow, but it has constructed
the foundation for a nationwide ABM system.
Four huge phased-array radars have been
crected in the Soviet Union. The Soviets have
continued ABM research, which has brought
them, it would seem, to a level of technology
comparable to that which the United States
achieved by about 1970. In order to install a
nationwide ABM defense of the Safeguard tvpe,
\loscow now needs only to mass-produce the
misstes and the small radars involved,

Such a powertul, though limited, ABM capa-
bihity Tooms as more significant in Soviet than
i American hands, viven the constrasting stra-
teaie postutes and strategre doctrines. 1 the
Soviets. Tollowing the path inherent in their
strategic deplovments, were to aim a disarming,
strike at the vulnerable land-based U.S. Minute-
nun force, they could then concentrate their
ABMs agcainst the residual American torce of
submarine-launched missiles. If by the late
19S0s the United States were to go ahead with
the production and deployment of modernized
MX land-based missiles, Soviet ABMs could pro-
vide a respectable point defense of Soviet weap-
ons against the MX.

It needs to be emphasized that, in contem-
plating the deployment of such a “conventional”
ABA svstem within the present state of the art,
the Soviets are not likely to he inhibited by the
AAD nsprred standards of perfection that have
Blhinded the United States. Despiteits liona
tons. such a Soviet system wauld present
Unitedd States strateey with potentially wreat
ditticnttees, Tt would consutute not a “revolu
ton e stetesse weapony, but simply the
dicious e ot estabhished technoloay.

i) Emeraog Divected Energy Arsenal

Much has been written lately about the po-
tential ot directed energy weapons. Much more
discussion 1s needed both within the United

Opportunitics and Tmperatives of LMD

States government and the public forums, viven
the cnormous potential of these weapons for
defense aganst lone-rance balistic missiles

The clear fact is that there are no lecal bar
riers o the adoption of these weapons by cither
superpower. Fhe SALTE Treaty o) 1972 whaeh
hanned “conventional™ ADMs speciticaliv men
tioned ABNM svstems “hascd on other phiveacad
principles.” commmtting the United Stares and
the Soviet Union onlv to discussing such sys-
tems il and when they “are created.”

There are two distinct Kinds of dirccted en-
ergy weapons: lasers and particle beams. The
two work on wholly different principles. have
substantially different effects and promuse re-
sults which have little in common.

The discussion of the general subject has
been distorted by controversy over whether “par
ticle beam™ weapons are at all feasible, as well
as by dispute over the performance of laser
weapons inanti-airceralt detenses. compared
to that of other weapons for the same work,
These distortions are cleared awav once we
focus on the central fact that the pomany the
most immediate, task s o stop ballistie mis
siles, once Lwunched. from hitune thewr tareets
in the United Stetes. We should be interested
i lasers for hatlistic mussiie detense hecause
we know of theiv potenual in this role, rre-
spective of their utility in other militiry tashs.
We should be less interested in possible particle
beam weapons because it is tar from clear that
thev could ever figure conclusively in ballistic
missile defense.

In order to offer radical improvement over
the performance of conventional ABM imter-
ceptors, directed enerzy weapons would have to
be based in space. whence they could attack
enemy missiles soon after they are launched.
By so doine, thev could attack the missile’s
hooster, which s by far slower, more detectable
aned sotter than are the warheads whichoat Later
deplovs. Destrovimye the hooster necates the
duesressor’s mvestiment e mualtple warheads
and penetration ads s T directed cneray weap
ons were deploved on the wround - one would
need almost o as oy ol themy as there are
tarcets to he detended, Stationed m space, how
ever,where there is no atmosphere to hinder the
heams and cach of these weapons mav projeci
its enerey for thousands of nules, onlv a few
dosen ot these weapons could conceivably de-
strov o swhole flect of ballisue massiles,
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Particle: beam weapons are peculiardy il
suttef o dsjovinent an space. siee they are
~trearus of subatomic particles or omyzed smuall
molecules which have been accelerated by
means sinubar to the cvelotrons used in nuclear
research. Thev need enormous clectric power—
at least 6 times 10 joules over a full second.
i means that thev require a power plant so
Buce as o make deploviment in space imprac-
tical. Fven if such a weapon could be deploved
in space. its beam would be bent by the carth’s
maunctic ficld to the extent it possessed any
clectrical charee. This would negate accurate
e

Constructing i neutral beam would be difti-
cult. Fven if one were made. it would be diffi-
cult to Keep it from spreading too thinly over
thousands of miles. However, particle beam
weapons based on the cround, as terminal de-
tenses. could be modestly useful. The atmo-
sphere hinders the beam, but ic also keeps it
compact. because the beam. or rather each
puise, literally burns a tunnel through the air to
muke way for successive pulses. Since the beam
must be stationary in order for subsequent
pulses to take advantave of the previous pulses’
work, the weapon simply cannot follow a mov-
me tarcet and “zap” it at the speed of light, The
cffective speed of a particle beam which must
bore its way throuch the atmosphere is little
different from that of interceptor missiles. It
is possible nevertheless that, despite their limi-
tations. particle beam weapons could join the
Soviet weapons inventorv in the mid-T1980s,
They would be pomt detense weapons, and as
such thev would impact modestly on the stra-
tecic cquation.

The Potential of Luser Weapons

In the atmosphere. lasers could be as cffective
as particle beams. But there is no reason to
deploy lasers as point detenses on carth, be-
cause laser beams may he cenerated more effi-
cienthy in space, where they also propagate
without difficulty. Several dozen laser weapons
svstems deploved 0 space would revolutionize
the <ratecic equation as we have known it for
nearlv two decades—above all by decisively
nppimz the bslance of modern warfare in favor
ot the defense and radically mitizating the po-
tential destructive offects of war,

Fasime acton occurs when certain molecules
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are supersaturated with cnerey aned e
Pt ol theon

lost is wiven off as hoht and s cellecned Yo
and forth throuch these molecules <o 0
stimulate further production of Foht T
coherent livht is drawn off thvou_h ene mor
which is partiallv - rcflectine Sabaegu iy
Lwreer mirrors focus that cohierent v b pe e o

coan abvapt Joss of enerey,

very narrow beam,

There are several wavs of cenerating b
enerev lasers. In the United States the fieh
levels of Taser enerev have Leen achieved by 0
rather simple process of burning chenpcal 1ol
(chiefly hvdroven and fluovine ) in order to oy
cite the molecules directlv. This has produced
powerful, continuous waves CW oy of infrared
(TR light. Much progress has also been made
in exciting molecules of inert vases « xenon gl
krvpton) by (IC(mcm or by muclear radiation,
These “excimer” lasers pmduu' ultraviolet (V)
licht.

Lasers Kill their target by placine theomad
encrev (flux) upon them. Ulnraviolet licht de-
livers this enerey three or four times more eth-
cientlv than does infrared. because it is ab
sorbed that much more casilv. Therefore, uitri
violet lasers would be preferable as weapons,
However, the less cfficient infrared lasers are
much closer to being ready for use in spuce be-
cause thev require relatively little beavy cquip-
ment. Indecd. the main requirement for these
chemical lasers is that the products of the cheme
1cal reaction he diffused very quicklv ino an
arca ob very low pressure. The environment of
space flls this requirement perfecdy without
expenditire of encroy.

These Lasers are.m concept. capable of power
that is quite adequate for defendimg awninst
hallistic missiles. One of the most heartening
developments for the United States in recent
vears was the discovery that much less laser
enerev mayv be needed for defense against hal-
listic missiles than had been believed previously
This discovery flows from some realistic expenr:
ments of the cffect of lasers on containers snn-
ilar to the boosters of ballistic missiles. The
containers “hit” by the lasers in these tests Lo
been pliced under physical and thermal sticascs
approximating those which would be acting on
a ballistic missile soon after it is launchod and
just atter it leaves the earth's atmosphore. The
amount of infrared Laser flux necded to dectioy
these containers is the ecquivalent of sover gl

. Lok
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~onmon houschold licnthuibs per square centi-
meter of the tareet.

The components ot space satellites now usced
Byvothe Sovier Union and the United States lor
warmne, ntelhicence and communications are
cven more sensitive to lasers than are missile
Eoosters. Most of our satellites on low arbit are
~o vulnerable that existing lasers, even if based
on the cround. could destroy or disable them by
using tar less than their full power. Useful as
they muy be for anti-satellite operation. how-
ever, the real pay-off for lasers lies in space-
based defense against ballistic missiles.

The elements of such a defense are well
known. Beside the laser itself. a large main
mirror is needed to focus the beam over a long
distance. The larger the mirror is, the loneer
the distance becomes. The quantity of laser
cnerev which destroved missile-like targets in
the athove mentioned tests could be projected
three thousand miles away by o Jaser smaller
than one mecowvatt using a mirror ten meters
wide or by o five mecawatt baser usme a four-
meter muvor. Laser miirrors of such sizes are
certanly within reach of existing technolovy in
the United States, the Soviet Union, Western
Puarope and Japan. Indeed. several wavs of
tashioning such mirrors have been developed.

The other principal element in the lasers
ant-ballistic missile mode is an accurate mech-
anism to point at a target some three to tour
thousand miles awav, to keep the laser on taruet
tor the second or so required for the kill. and
to retaraet the laser very rapidly. The develop-
ment ot such a device is strictly a problem ot
encineerine, The several facets ot the device's
technolooy have existed for some vears in the
mtrared satellites used for carlv warning of
Liunches of ballistic missiles, in the photo-
craphic mtetlicence satellites and in the space
telescope. As Aviation Weel & Space Tech-
nology has teported | the improvement and inte-
sttty of these technigues s underway in the
[ niteed States. but they are beine conducted
soathout any ostensible ureencey,

In additon . a Laser-hased ABM svstem would
reaquire sensors to pick up evidence that one or
mere misstles had been fieed. and equipment
for computation and  communication which
aonht asseen each tareet to the hattte station in
the fost positiion (o cocace it Phis catalds
camprnent which s undeniably complex, but
represents essentially an outowth o carly

Opportunitics and Imperatiees of BMD

warning svstems which have heen servines e, in
space for some tnie.

Luser Deploymients

I the United States were to take the decision
te provide tself with active defense, the first
space-based  bawtie stations incorporating the
dhove-mentioned elements couid be in orbit by
the mid-1980s.  According to current projec-
tions. each battle station would orbit the carth
at an altitade of rouchly 800 miles. With an
effective rance of some 3.000 miles, cach sta-
tion could cover about 10 per cont of the carth’s
surface or about 20 million square miles.

If such a laser station could be established in
space above the Soviet Union, it could intercept
any ballistic missile launched from Soviet terrni-
terv. But in order for any sateliite to hover over
a terrestrial iocauon « geosvnchronous orbit) | it
must travel at twenty thousiind miles above the
carth. Lasers powertul encuch to project en-
crey satticient o KMl o missile over such dis
tinces are not ver within the arasp of’ tech
nology. bven M such alongrance laser weapon
could be pertected. a minimum ot eight geo-
svnchronous  laser battle stations  would  be
needed to cover not only the Soviet Union, but
also the oceans whence Soviet SLEMs could be
fired at the United States.

In anv event, projections for the foresecable
future indicate lasers with effective ranges of
onlyv three thousand miles, which would have to
be moving in their orbits over the face of the
planet. Some two dozen such stations would
have to be orbiting in order to cover every spot
on the ¢lobe at anv given tme. Fach station
would have enouch fuel for about a thousand
“shots”™ —-meanine that cach could cope with the
theoretical continzeney of a thousand missies
Liunched beneath it in almost simultancous
bharraze. Lach battle station micht have 1o be
cquipped with more than one laser in order o
ensure an adequate rate of five.

Anv nation which deploved two dozen of
these firstceneration chemieal laser stadions
would conmmand the portals of space acamst the
rockets of anv other nation, The strategic im-
plications are obvious, But the stratezic balance
could he jolted by fewer than two dozen sta-
tons.  As ftew as ten would suffiee o fend
acaansta smadl seale artack, such as one by 300
Soviet §S-18s acamst American and-based mis-
siles, or a retadiatory strike against the Soviet




L mon by aovestdual Amienican masstle toree that
had survived o Soviet cotntertoroe attack,

I ome between deploviment of the first
opceranomad battde staton and the achievement
of a tull-fledeed defense could be remarkably
short. Pven the construction of  two  dozen
hattle stanions auenars as o celatively modest
clfors tor the Amencan aevospace iduastey, 1
el out effere on the seabe of the Manhattan
roject were mounted. a foll-fledeed detense
could muateriatize well betore the close of the
FOs0s.

Limeplications for Strateqgy aid Arms Control

OF course. countermeasures may he devel-
oped avamst lasers, as against any weapon.
But at least in the foresecable future, any con-
cetvable countermeasures would in themselves
detract from the potency of the offense. Thus.,
missiles might be rendered more resistant to
Liser flux by being coated with several centi-
meters of cork or hevlar armor. But all coating
materials add weicht, which could only be ac-
commodated throuch commensurate subtrac-
tions from the missile’s pavlioad. In order
rouchly o double & missile’s resistance to laser
flux. the nussile’s ability to inflict damage on its
tarcet would have to be cut just about in half.

Fyven the coating of missiles against aser
flux. however would be no insurance agatnst
Ikelv Laser improvements. Thus, a shift from
mirared to aloaviolet lasers would increase
thar etlicienoy three (o tourfold. The promise
ol space based laser weapons is that they would
operate ina strictly nulitary environment di-
vorced from innocent populations. They could
not kil people outside of some luckless astro-
naut s or destrov cities. "Vere the weapons to be
tocuscd accidentally on a sun-bather on a beach,
he nueht have o turn vver a bit more often than
usual to avoid sunburn, but the atmosphere
would protect him from ill effects. The laser
does not loom as a weapon of mass destruction:
it threatens nothine except weapons of mass
destruction.  in no rational sense could anvone
constder it Tprovoceative 7l the system rade a
nistahe mopeacetime, the worst 1t coukd prob-
ablv do s abort the Soviet Union's attempt to
Lianch o weather satellite.

Laser battle staticns would be diflicult to at-
tick - Thev could destrov conventional inter-
ceptors and turn thew mirrors against attacks
by Laser beams. Nevertheless, they probably will

not he mvidnerabl
history they would Le penhe
ultimte.
ablly fmd o chink o the aomor s as it hres abeons
done in the past. But this prospect havdlv jusu-
fies a deliberate decision to foreo a step in the
cvolution of swarlare and/Zor gt prevennen

File ol other voe i o
Tabolot R

Technotooy no doubt awall ot

especially s step that bears the Ll o) “ile
fense more meontrovernbly thoan any ot
weapons system of modern vintaue.

There seems to he aconsprenons reticence i
mich o the Uhnited States” scientlic and techan
cal community about putting tovether the sev
eral elements of a space-hased Laser svstem tor
the purpose of defense against batlistic misales.
The reason proceeds from a pervasive assump-
tion that the present U.S. Administration and
its Congressional allies, committed as they ave
to the doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruction,
would move to stifle the work now in procress
on scveral elements of a potential svstem as
soon as a BMD label on the syvstem became
explicit.

Officials in industry and in the Executive and
Lecislative branches of the covernment wao
bear responsibility tor development ot these ele
ments have soucht to push then efforts as far as
possible without drawmy the atenvon of an
Advunistraton that has demonsorated is hos:
tHity o active detenses, Such mitevration of the
clements as s beme undertaken s ocannme,
under the rubric of ant satelhite warfare, The
svstem under development, onee anteorated.
could indeed mcapacitate encmv satellites and
protect American ones. Yet the very sume anti-
satellite system now being envisaced in the De-
fense Department could Kknock out [CBM
boosters as readilv as it could knock out satel-
lites. Indeed, the Administration has shown a
great deal less than enthusiasm for this ant-
satellite svstem precisely because of its BMD
implications.

It bogeles reason that anvone charced by the
Constitution with responsibility for the defense
of the United States could be addicted to o
pscudo-doctrine to the extent of refusing 1o
auihorize the means by which his nation micin
miimize the catastrophe ol war. 1t s hoth
astounding  and depressing o listen (o the
uruing of ofhcials that money not be “wasted”
on defensive svstems which micht be Jess than
perfect, but could save millions of lives,

Space-based laser systems will not spell the
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aterminal underlay. The advanced components, thoueh devaloped ininalty inu b s
mode, might later play a role in continental United States (CONUS) deleine. Sl
an option addresses the pressing military need to protect allied forces as well as cur
own, in theaters of operations, from either nonnuclear or nuclear attack. It would
directly benefit our allies as well as ourselves. Inclusion of such an option in our
long-range R&D program on ballistic missile defenses should reduce allied anxiztics
that our increased emphasis on defenses might indicate a weakening in our commit-
ment to the defense of Europe. We can pursue such a program option wirhin /1A !
Treaty constraints. Such a course is therefore consistent with a policy of deterring
decisions on modifying or withdrawing from the treaty.

® [Intermediate CONUS Options

Intermediate capabilities may also have important applications in CONUS, initially
to defend critical installations such as C3I nodes. As the defense system is thickened,
it also will add to Soviet uncertainties in targeting, even in large-scale attacks, thereby
enhancing deterrence. Depending on rates of progress in the R&D program, a two-
phase defense of high effectiveness against moderate threats might comprise both
endoatmospheric and exoatmospheric components employing space-based sensors
and ground-based interceptors. These intermediate components would be the lower
tiers in a full multilayered system.

* Limited Boost-Phase Intercept Options

Some intermediate options may provide useful near-term leverase on Soviet plans
and programs even if they prove unable to incet fully sophisticated Sovict responses.
An early boost-phase intercept system with capability against large rockets similar
to those that are an important part of Soviet forces may be one exampie. Such an
option could impose costs on the Soviets and ir rease their incentive to move toward
an offensive posture that is more stable and less threatening. A definitive assessment
of the utility of such options must specify their technological and political feasibility,
timing, and cost, and the case with which they can be countered.

6. Pursuit of the President’s goal, especially if it is interpreted solely in terms of the
full, nearly leakproof system, will raise questions about our readiness to defend against other
threats, notably that of air attack by possible advanced bombers and cruise missiles. An ap-
propriate response to such questions will require an early and comprehensive review of air
defense technologies, leading to the development of useful systems concepts.

Defensive Systems and Stability of Deterrence

7. Depioyment of defensive systems can increase stability, but to attain this goal we
must design our of fensive and defensive forees properly; especially, we must not allow thomn
to te vulnerable. In combination with other measures, defenses can contribute to reducing
the prelaunch vulnerability of our offensive forces. To increase stability, defenses must
themselves avoid high vulnerability, must be robust in the face of enemy technical or tacticul

]

tountermeasures, and must compete favorably in cost with expansion of the Soviet offen-
sive furcy,




The Preferred Path to the President’s Goal: Intermediate Options

2. The new technclogies offer the possibility of a multilayered defense system able to
intercept offensive missiles in each phase of their trajectories. In the long term, such svstems
might provide a nearly leakproof defense against large ballistic missile attacks. However,
their components vary substantially in technical risk, development lead time, and cost, and
in the policy issues they raise. Consequently, partial systems, or systems with more modest
technical goals, may be feasible earlier than the full system.

3. Such ‘‘intermediate’’ systermns may offer useful capabilities. The assessment in this
study of the utility of intermediate systems is necessarily tentative, owing to the current lack
of specificity in systems design, effectiveness and costs. Nevertheless, it indicates that, given
a rcasonable degree of success in our R&D efforts, intermediate systems can strengthen deter-
rence. They will greatly complicate Soviet attack plans and reduce Soviet confidence in a
successful outcome at various levels of conflict and attack sizes, both nuclear and nonnuclear.
Even U.S. defenses of limited capability can deny Soviet planners confidence in their ability
to destroy a sufficient set of military targets to satisfy enemy attack objectives, thereby
strengthening deterrence. Intermediate defenses can also reduce damage if conflict occurs.
The combined effects of these intermediate capabilities could help to reassure our allies about
the credibility of our guarantees.

4. A flexible research and development (R&D) program designed to offer early options
Jor the deployment of intermediate systems, while proceeding toward the President’s ultimate
goal, is preferable to one that defers the availability of components having a shorter develop-
ment lead time in order to optimize the allocation of R&D resources for development of
the **full system.”’

» Intermediate defense systems can help to ameliorate our security problems in the
interim while full systems are being developed.

e The full-system approach involves higher technical risk and higher cost. On the other
hand, an approach explicitly addressing the utility of intermediate systemns offers a
hedge against the possibility that nearly leakproof defenses may take a very long time,
or may prove to be unattainable in a practical sense against a Soviet effort to counter
the defense.

¢ The deployment of intermediate systems would also provide operational experience
with some components of later, more comprenensive, and more advanced defense
systems, increasing the effectiveness of the development effort.

A

. We have considerad several possible intermediate options:

o Anti-Tuctical Missile (ATM) Options

Deploym:ient of an anti-tactical missile (ATNM) system is an intermediate option that
mizht be available relatively early. The system might combine some advanced mid-
course and terminal components identified by the Defensive Technologies Study with
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SUMMARY REPORT

A. MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Strategic Need for Defensive Systems

1. U.S. national security requires vigorous development of technical opportunities
Jor advanced ballistic missile defense systems.

e Effective U.S. defensive systems can play an essential role in reducing reliance on
threats of massive destruction that are increasingly hollow and morally unacceptable.
A strategy that places increased reliance on defensive systems can offer a new basis
for managing our long-term relationship with the Soviet Union. It can open new op-
portunities for pursuing a prudent defense of Western security through both unilateral
measures and agreements. The Soviets have often used arms negotiations to pursue
competitive military advantage. The Soviet Union is likely to cooperate in pursuing
agresments that are mutually beneficial on/y if it concludes that it cannot accomplish
its present pflitical goals because it faces Western firmness and ability to resist
coercion.

¢ Technologies for ballistic missile defenses, together with those for precise, effective,
and discriminate nuclear and nonnuclear offensive systems, are advancing rapidly.
They can present opportunities for resisting aggression and deterring conflict that
are safer and more humane than exclusive reliance on the threat of nuclear retaliation.

e A satisfactory deterrent requires a combination of more discriminating and effec-
tive offensive systems to respond to enemy attacks plus defensive systems to deny
the achievement of enemy attack objectives. Such a deterrent can counter the ero-
sion of confidence in our alliance guarantees caused by the adverse shifts in the military
balance since the 1960s.

e Readiness to deploy advanced ballistic missile defense systems is a necessary part
of a U.S. hedge against the increasingly ominous possibility of one-sided Soviet deploy-
ment of such systems. Such a Sovict deployment, superimposed on the present nuclear
balance, would have disastrous consequences for U.S. and allied security. Clearly
this possibility, especially in the near term, also requires precautionary measurces to
enhance the ability of our offensive forces to penetrate defenses.
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Preface

President Reagan has directed an “‘effort to define a long-term rescarch and develop-
ment program...to achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the threat posed by stratez:c nuclear
missiles...."" The President noted that the achievemnent of the ultimate goal was a *‘formidable
technical task”” that would probably take decades, and that ‘“‘as we proceed we must remain
constant in preserving the nuclear deterrent...maintaining a solid capability for flexible
response...pursue real reductions in nuclear arms...(and) reduce the risk of a conventional
military conflict escalating to nuclear war by improving our nonnuclear capabilities.’

Two studies assisted in that effort: (1) the Defensive Technologies Study (DTS) to review
the technologies relevant to defenses against ballistic missiles and recommend a specific set
of long-term programs to make the necessary technological advances, and (2) the Future Securi-
ty Strategy Study (FSSS) to assess the role of defensive systems in our future security strategy.
The implications for defense policy, strategy, and arms control were addressed by two FSSS
teams: an interagency team led by Mr. Franklin C. Miller, and a team of outside experts
led by Mr. Fred S. Hoffman. This is a report on the results of the work of the team of out-
side experts. The work was done under the auspices of the Institute for Defense Analyses
at the request of the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy to assist the in-
teragency team.

This report and its conclusions do not necessarily represent the views of the Depart-
ment of Defense or the Institute for Defense Analyses.
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Reagan’s goal to eliminate the threat of nuclear attack. The
specific recommendation is to consider deployment of an
intermediate system that can provide limited defense
capabilities while working toward a full system. This initial
step would serve as a defensive umbrella to build a full
system. The intermediate system would later be incorporated
into the full defense system as technologies were developed.
This concept is referred to as a transition period in several
other articles written during this period.

The Hoffman report is cited by proponents of a US BMD in
current literature because its conclusions support that work

started aon a BMD will benefit the US. The report follows on
the next page.
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ARTICLE ONE - "BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSES AND U.S. NATIONAL
SECURITY SUMMARY REFORT"

This report, dated October 1983, is a summary of work
Aceomplished by a study team for the Future Security Strategy
Staely (K950, The 15909 was organtzed to o aaaess the role ol
dectencive systems in fuature security strategy. The Ot troe o
the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy requested the
report. The director of the study was Mr. Fred S. Hoffman who
is the director of the "think tank” named Pan Heuristics. The
remaining 11 members of the team are listed in the report.
Also notable is the participation of a distinguished Senior
Folicy Feview Group, also listed in the report (1b:iii—-iv).

The Study Team stated several conclusions and
recommendations. Some of them are applicable for this
anthaology on the rationale for a BMD for the US. First, a key
point for a BMD is the potential for the US and USSR to move
away from the strategy of massive destruction and toward a
safer strategy for the world. The strategy for reliance on
defensive systems leads to a marally acceptable strategy or

. position for maintaining US defenses. Another reason for
pursuing A BMD is to cease the downward spiral of confidence
by US allies that the US will guarantee deterrence. The shift
of military power in the last decades in favor of the Soviets
may result in the Soviets risking military action in Europe.

A US BMD will help restore the deterrent strength if the
Soviets are uncertain of US retaliatory capability. Third, a

L BMD system may be a rational approach to counter additional
Soviet deployments of nuclear weapons. For example, if the US
attempts to counter the Soviet’s military buildup with
additional offensive forces, the Soviets have demonstrated in

, the past that they will continue to build massive forces.
Deploying a BMD is an alternative that may create uncertainty

! of a successful Soviet attack and restore the balance of power

between the nations. A fourth reason for developing and being

| ready to deploy a BMD is as a hedge against the threat of a

1 widespread deployment of the Soviet®s ABM system. The
offensive nuclear threat posed by the Soviets is emphasized in

] this article, and normally any article providing rationale for
a US BMD, but this report includes an increasing threat by the

1 Soviets to deploy a widespread ABM defense. The repercussion
of such a Soviet action without a timely US response will

1 threaten the success of US retaliatory forces. Thus, the

: security of the US and its allies will be ;eopardized. The

final argument gleaned from the report is that a BMD may
increase the probability of negotiating significant arms
control agreements with the Soviets.

The report states or defends a recommendation to take
intermediate actions on the road to fulfilling President
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Many of the articles recount raticnale for a US BMD from
previous years, but the articles for this period are
distinctive because the authors emphasize the move from mutual
destruction to deterrence through self-protection. This
anthelagy includes articles from 1983 through September 1984,
but the debate stili rages on with constaoat scrutiny and
criticisms by opponents and rebuttals by proponents.
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Chapter Four

SELECTED ARTICLES: 1983-1984

INTRODUCT ION

The most recent period of articles on the rationale for a
US BMD starts in 1983. Fresident Reagan’s “Star Wars" speech
on March 23, 1983, launched a new phase in BMD history. His
support for researching and developing the capability to
defend the US from an enemy nuclear attack initiated a new
wave of arguments for and against a US BMD system (12:25;
13:145).

Fresident Reagan®’s suggestion to move away from a
retaliatory strategy to a strateqy of protection by basing a
BEMD in space are not new. At least as early as President

Kennedy’s Administration, there has been disfavor with assured

destruction as our national military strategy against the
Chinese and Soviet nuclear threat (2:120). In addition, the
concept of using directed-energy weapons in space for a EMD
was often recommended prior to Reagan’s announcement (see
Chapter Three, Selected Article Three). But since the late

19605, technology to implement a space—-based defense has grown

to make 1t more feasible to deploy a comprehensive defense
(13:38-39). PFPresident Reagan tried to seize the opportunity
and has taken the concept from paper and initiated the
challenge to try to accomplish the monumentual task. His
actions have ignited a barrage of articles by critics and
supporters.

Three important developments in US domestic and
international affairs should be recognized before analyzing
the articles in this period. The first is Reagan®s stated
promise and commitment to reestablish the US military
capability from the 1970s. He has backed that up with
increased military spending for improving and obtaining
offensive and defensive weapon systems (22:67,193). Second,
the US and Soviets have failed to negotiate an arms control
agreement for offensive nuclear weapons. Finally, the US and
its allies have became more dependent on each other for their
national security than in the past (20:15). Each factor has
influenced articles on BMD in this time period.
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end of war, but they at least hold the promise
ot barning nuclear-tipped  ballistic missiles of
mass destruction from the arena of war. To be
~ure. the superpower that grasps that promise
nrst will wrest an enormous strategic advan-
raze. But especially in light of the Soviet
Uion's emerging oflensive superiority vis-a-vis
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the United States, what responsible American
offictal could counsel rationally that the United
States deliberately torfeit the opportunity of
cffective detense”?  And, for that matter, what
sincere advocate of arms control could not brine:
himsel to adet that “Assured  Protection”
would be preicrable o "Assured Destruaction™




8. As currently assessed, some boost-phase intercept systems and cther space-based con-
ponents pose serious policy problems, because of engagement time constraints. Spacz-based
components may also be highly vulnerable to Soviet boost-phase intercept systems, or anti-
satellite (ASAT) systems, It will be imperative to design systems which are not themselves
subject to rapid attack. Alternative approaches need to be developed in the R&D program
that permit safe arrangements for the operation of the defensive system.

Soviet Policies, Initiative, and Responses

9. The common assumption that the decision to initiate widespread deployment of bailistic
missile defense systems rests with the United States alone is completely unjustified. Soviet
history, doctrine, and programs all indicate that the Soviets are likely (and better prepared
than we) to initiate a widespread antiballistic missile (ABM) deployment whenever they deem
it to their advantage.

10. The long-term course of Soviet military policy plans and programs is uncertain in
detail, but unless there is a major change in their political goals, the Soviets are highly likely
to continue to aim at being able to defeat any combination of external enemies.

* The Soviets will almost certainly continue to maintain and upgrade their large air
defenses and to conduct programs for R&D and modemization of their ballistic missile
defenses. These activities will increasingly create uncertainty about the ability of U.S.
missile forces to penetrate without countermeasures, and about the possibility of a
sudden (open) or gradual (clandestine) Soviet breakout from the ABM Treaty con-
straints. The impor:ance of such uncertainty is intensified because of the substantial
Soviet investments in air defense and passive defenses of elements of the Soviet military
and government. Even without violating ABM Treaty constraints, the Soviets will
probably deploy a substantial ATM defense, exacerbating our problems in theaters
of operations and making them more difficult to correct.

« On the other hand, if the Soviets believe that a Western deployment of defenses will
substantially improve the West’s capability to resist attack or coercion, they will try
to prevent a Western deployment through political means or arms negotiations.

» [f the United States deploys defensive systems, the Soviets will probably seek to main-
tain their offensive threat through a set of measures that will depend on their assess-
ment of the defenses and their own technological options. Depending on the defense
effectiveness and leverage, such a response may not fully restore Soviet offensive
capabilities.

e If, over time, the Soviets become convinced that the West has the resolve and ability
to block Soviet achievement of therr long-term zoals of destabilizaton and domina-
tion of other states, they may move from their present political/military policies to
become more willing to agree to reducing the nuclear threat, through a combination
of mutual restrictions on offensive torces and deployment of defensive systems.
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B. SUPPORTING RATIONALL

President Reagan’s directive to assx=s the role of defensive systems has required the +5SS
to consider the relation of these syz=ms to our strategic objectives and to Soviet programs
and policy. The role of intermedizz: “efensive systems has been a major focus of our study.

1. The Need for Defensive S:ziems in our Security Strategy

There is a broad consensus t=ir reliance on nuclear retaliatory threats raises serious
political and moral problems, partic:arly in contingencies where the enemy use of force has
been constrained. Technologies for Zefensive systems and those for extremely precise and
discriminating attacks on stratez: targets have been advancing very rapidly. (Many
technologies are common to both ‘:actions.) Together they offer substantial promise of a
basis for protecting our national secity interests, and those of our allies, that is more humane
and more prudent than sole reliance >n threats of nuclear response. The case for increasing
the emphasis on defensive programs a1 our national security strategy rests on several grounds,
in addition to the broad, long-terr= -ojectives mentioned by the President in his March 23
speech:

* The massive increase in Sover power at all levels of conflict is eroding confidence
in the threat of U.S. nuciez- response to Soviet attacks against our allics. A con-
tinuation of this erosion cou. ultimately undermine our traditional alliance structure.

* If the Sovict Union persis:z a1 the buildup of nuclear offensive forces, tor the next
decade and beyond the Ur.:2d States may not wish to restore, by offensive mcans
alone, a military balance c: sistent with our strategic needs. Soviet willingness and
ability to match or overma::: increases in U.S. nuclear forces suggest that while ad-
ditions to our forces are ri=:Zed to maintain the continued viability of our nuclear
deterrent, such additions aic ze may not preserve confidence in our alliance guarantees,

* The public in the United S::-2s and other Western countries is increasingly anxious

about the danger of nuclez: var and the prospects for a supposedly unending nuctear
arms race. Those expressi: this anxiety, however, frequently ignore the fact that
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the U.S. nuclear stockpile has been declining, both in numbers and in meratons,
while Soviet forces have increased massively in both. A U.S. counter to the Soviet

buildup that emphasized increases in U.S. nuclear stockpiles would exacerbate public
anxieties.

Arms agreements, despite widespread Western hopes for them, have to date failed
to prevent growing instability in the balance—and the deterioration—in the Western
position relative to the East. Offensive force limitation agreements, originally
associated in the U.S. arms control strategy with the ABM Treaty, have failed to
restrain the Soviet offensive buildup; J¢ fucto reductions in the explosive yield and
size of U.S. strategic nuclear stocks have not prevented vast increases in the size and
destructiveness of the Soviet stockpile.

Rapidly advancing technologies offer new opportunitics for active defense deploy-
ment against ballistic missile attack that did not exist when, over a decade ago, the
United States abandoned plans for defense deployments against nuclear attack.
Technologies for sensing and discrimination of targets, directing the means of inter-
cept, and destroying targets have created the possibility of a system of layered defenses
that would pose successive, independent barriers to penetrating missiles. There has
been improvement in some (not all) aspects of defense vulnerability. Given successful
outcomes to development programs and robustness in the face of Soviet
countermeasures, such defenses would permit only a very small proportion of even
a very large attacking ballistic missile force to reach target. Such defenses might also
offer high leverage in competing with offensive responses.

2. Ballistic Missile Defenses in the Soviet Union

The Soviets maintain a high level of activity in programs relevant to defenses against
nuclear attack including:

Active programs for modernizing deployed air and ballistic missile defense systems
which together give them the basis for a very rapid deployment of widespread ballistic
missile defenses, if they decids to ignore ABM Treaty oblizations completely and
openly.

Large and diverse R&D programs in areas of technology for advanced ballistic missile
and air defense systems.

A space launch capacity significantly greater than our own, if not as sophisticated.

A substantial Soviet lead in deployed defensive systems, superimposced on their growing
offensive threat against our nuclear offensive forces, could destroy the stability of the stratepic
1Jlance.

The dcecision 1o initiate widespread deployment of ballistic missile defenses does not rest
with the United States alone. The common assumption that it does is completely unjustified.
The Soviets give every appearance of preparing for such a deployment whenever they believe
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they will derive significant strategic advantage from doing so. Their activities include some
that are questionable under the ABM Treaty. Unless the public is aware and kept aware of
Soviet activities in this area, the United States will probably be blamed for initiating ‘‘another
round in the arms race.”” The state of U.S. preparedness to deploy capable defenscs will
be an important element in the Soviets’ assessment of their own options. Active U.S. R&D
programs on advanced defensive systems can assist in deterring a Soviet deployment desian-
cd to exploit an asymmetry in their favor.

3. Alternative Paths to the President’s Objective

The path to the President’s ultimate objective may be designed to go directly toward
the ultimate objective of a full, multilayered system that offers nearly leakproof defenses
against very large offensive forces. Under some conditions such a path might be an optimal
use of limited R&D resources, concentrating first on those technologies that present the greatest
difficulty and require the greatest lead times.

Alternatively, R&D programs might be designed to provide earlier options for the deploy-
ment of intermediate systems, based on technologies that can contribute to the ultimate ob-
jective, as such systems become technically feasible and offer useful capabilities. Such a path
toward the President’s ultimate goal might generate earlier funding demands to support deploy-
ment of intermediate systems and would require early treatment of some of the policy issues.
Also, at least one variant considered in our report, an ATM deployment for theaters of opera-
tions, could be undertaken without modification of the ABM Treaty.

The principal benefits of an R&D path providing options for earlier, partial deployments
are:

* Possibilities for an early contribution to improving the deteriorating military balance.

¢ Its explicit provision of a hedge against the risks inherent in a program where each
of a large number of demanding technological goals must be met in order to realize
any useful result at all.

® The likelihood that early deployments of parts of the ultimate system may also prove
to be the most effective path to achieving such a system; early operational experience
with some system clements can contribute useful feedback to the development process.

4. Intermediate Defensive Systems, Soviet Stratezy, and Deterrence

Fundamentally, the choice between the two paths depends on the utility of intermediate
systems in meeting our national security objectives. In the discussion of ballistic missile defenses
that preceded the U.S. proposal of the ABM Treaty, opponents of such defenses argued that
the utility of widespread defense deployments should be judged in terms of their ability to
protect population from large attacks aimed primarily at urban-industrial areas. Because of
the destructiveness of nuclear weapons, nearly leakprook defenses are required to provide
a n1zh devel of protection for population against such attacks. Moreover, opponents at that
tmz aiso divided our strategic objectives into two categories: deterrence of war and limiting

75




damage if deterrence failed. They relegated defenses exclusively tc the second objective and
ignored the essential complementarity between the two objectives. Consequently, they assigned
defenses no role in deterrence.

We have reexamined this issue, and we conclude that defenses of intermediate levels
of capability can make critically important contributions to our national security objectives.
In particular, they can reinforce or help maintain deterrence by denying the Soviets con-
Jidence in their ability to achieve the strategic objectives of their contemplated atiacks as
they assess a decision to go to war. By strengthening deterrence at various levels of conflict,
defenses can also contribute valuable reassurance to our allies.

Deterrence rests on the Soviets’ assessment of their political/military alternatives. This,
in turn, depends on their objectives and style in planning for and using military force. It
also depends on their estimates of the effectiveness of weapons and forces on both sides.
Soviet assessments on these matters may differ sharply from our own. Specifically, the past
behavior of the Soviets suggests they credit defensive systems with greater capability than
we do. If true, this will increase the contribution of defensive systems to deterrence.

Because of the long lead times, assessment of the strategic role of defenses also requires
very long-term projections about the nature of the Soviet state. While such ,;rojections can-
not be made with confidence, there is no current basis for projecting a fundamental change
in the Soviet attitude toward external relations. We consider below the possibility that ap-
propriate management by the West of its long-term relations with the Soviets might induce
a fundamental change. Desirable as this goal is, the most probable projection for the
foreseeable future is that they will continue to set a high priority on their ability to control,
subvert, or coerce other states as the basis for their foreign relations. In this case, military
power will continue to play a major role for the Soviets, and many present elements of style
in the application of that power can be expected to persist:

e Domination of the Eurasian periphery is a primary strategic objective. The Soviets’
preferred mode in exploiting their military power is to apply it to deter, influence,
coerce—in short, to control—other states, if possible without combat. But the ability
to so apply this power depends on strength in actual combat.

* The Soviet objective in combat is victory, defined as survival of the Soviet state and
military power (with as little damage as possible) and the imposition of the Soviet
will on opponents. Soviet doctrine and practice contemplate limited war, viewed in
terms of Soviet ability to impose limitations on opponents for Soviet strategic
advantage.

e Soviet plans unite the roles of various elements of military forces in a coherent strategic
architecture, embracing offense, defense, and combined arms in various theaters of
operations. Destruction of an enemy is subordinate to the achievement of the goal
of victory. The Soviets’ concept for use of stratesic offensive and defensive capability
is, consequently, to deter attacks by US| intercontinental forees, to separate the United
States from its allies i the Eurasian periphery, and to limit damaee in the event that
U.S. offensive forces are used against the Soviet Union.
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¢ Uncertainty is a dominant factor in all combat, creating an unlimited demasnd for
superiority in forces. Soviet planners seck ways to control uncertainty but, faced witl
uncertainty over which they cannot excrcise & high degtree of control, Soviet military
action may be deterred. Uncertainties are particulaly important in technically com
plex interactions between offense and defense.

Such a view of military force and its political applications may appear inconsistent with
Coviet threats of inevitable apocalyptic destruction in the event of war at any level—but such
threats are intended to play on the fears of the Western public. While very great desiruction
might in fact result from Soviet attacks, the discussion above suggests that the Soviets give
priority to military targets. In the absence of defenses, their massive offensive forces make
it possible for them to attack large numbers of targets, including urban-industrial targets
as well as high-priority military targets.

Whether they would conduct such attacks from the outset or withhold attacks against
urban-industrial targets to deter U.S. retaliation must be a matter of conjecture. In any case,
intermediate levels of defense capability might deny them the ability to destroy with high
confidence all of their high-priority targets and force them to concentrate their attack on
such targets, diverting weapons that might otherwise be directed against cities. Moreover,
if defenses can deny the Soviets confidence in achievement of their military attack objec-
tives, this will strengthen deterrence of such attacks. Thus, to the extent that such attacks
are necessary to overall Soviet plans, defenses can help deter lower levels of conflict.

5. The Military Utility of Intermediate Defensive Systems

Defensive systems affect attack planning in a variety of ways, depending on the
characteristics and cffectiveness of the defenses, the objectives of the attack, and the responses
of the defense and offense to the measures adopted by the oher side.

—

Any defense system can be overcome by an attack large enough to exhaust the intercept
capability of the defense. The size of attack against which the defense is designed is therefore
one major characteristic of a defensive system. The cost of expanding the defense to deal
with a given increase in the size and cost of the offense is a measure of the leverage of the
defense. Another characteristic is its effectiveness—its probability of destroying an offen-
sive missile.

If the defense has sufficiently high capacity, effectiveness, and leverage, it can of course
essentially preclude attacks. Such defenses may result from the R&D programs pursuant to
the President’s goal, but it is more likcly that the results will be more modest. Even a modest
level of effectiveness—for example, a kill probability of 0.5 for each layer of a four-layer
defense—yields an overall *‘leakage’” rate of only about 6 percent for an attack size that
does not exceed the total intercept capacity of the various layers, Such a leakage rate is, of
course, sufficient to create catastrophic damage in an attack of, say, 5,000 reentry vehicles
(RVs) aimed at cities. It would mean 300 RVs arriving at targets—sufficient to destroy a
very large part of our urban structure and population even if distributed in a nonoptimal
fashion from thz point of view of the offense.

Against an extensive military target system, however, with an attack objective of destroy-
ing large fractions of specific target sets (such as critical ci facilities) with high confidence,
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such a leakage rate would be totally inadequate for the offense. The more specific the attack
objectives and the higher the confidence required by the offense, the greater the leverage
exacted by the defense. For example, in the previous four-layer case, if the defense required
a high-confidence penetraiion against a specific target, it would need to fire at least 30 RVs
to a single target since the defense firing doctrine is unknown to the attacker. As these are
expected-value calculations, an attacker would have to double or triple the above values to
attain high confidence in killing a specific target. Clearly an attacking force of 5,000 RVs
that could destroy a very large military target system in the absence of defenses would be
totally inadequate to achieve high confidence of destruction of a large fraction of a defend-
ed target set amounting to hundreds of targets. Yet, this is precisely what is required to achieve
the strategic objectives of a large-scale nuclear attack.

The situation is even more dramatic in the case of limited attacks on restricted target
systems, intended to achieve a decisive strategic advantage while continuing to deter further
escalation of the level of nuclear attack. Such attacks would bz precluded entirely by defenses
of the sort discussed, would deny the attacker’s confidence in the outcome, or would require
a level of force inconsistent with limiting the level of violence, while depleting the attacker’s
inventory available for other tasks.

Offense and defense have a rich menu of responses from which they can choose. These
include fractionation of payload to increase the number of warheads for a given missile force,
the use of decoys, and the use of preferential offense or defense tactics. The outcome of
the contest is likely to be uncertain to both sides so long as the defense keeps pace with addi-
tions to offensive force size by expanding its intercept capacity and upgrading its critical
subsystems. Uncertainty about the offense-defense engagement itseif contributes to deter-
rence of attack by denying confidence in the attack outcome.

We have coansidered the effect of introducing defenses in hypothetical representative
military situations, téfking account of what we know of Soviet objectives and operational
style in combat. In their doctrine, the Soviets stress operations designed to bring large-scale
conflict to a quick and decisive end, at as low a level of violence as is consistent with achieve-
ment of Soviet strategic aims. To achieve this objective in a conflict involving NATO, a major
aspect of their operations is intense initial attacks on critical NATO military targets in the
rear, particularly those relevant to NATO’s theater nuclear capabilities and air power. Such
attacks (including those in the nonnuclear phase of combat) are intended to contribute to
Soviet goals at that level, to reduce NATO’s ability and resolve to initiate nuclear attacks
if the nonnuclear defense fails to hold, and to assist in nuclear preemption of a NATO nuclear
attack. High confidence in degrading NATO air power is also essential to support utiliza-
tion of Soviet operational maneuver groups designed to disrupt NATO rear arcas.

The Sovicts plan to use a wide variety of means to accomplish this task. Tacti¢al ballistic
missiles (TBMs) are taking an increasing role in this mission during the initial stages of cither
nuclear or nonnuclear combat as their accuracy increases and the sophistication of high-
explosive warheads increases. Inability to destroy critical target systems would cast doubt
~n the feasibility of the entire Soviet attack plan, and so contribute to deterrence of theater
combat, nuclear or nonnuclear.

In the event of imminent or actual large-scale conflict in Europe, another hiph priotity
Soviet tisk would be to prevent guick ramforcement and resupply from the United States.
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Early and obvious success in this respect, by demonstrating the hopelessness of resiswance,
might abort European resistance altogether or end a conflict in its very early stages. In the
absence of defenses, the Soviets might attempt this task by nonnuclear tactical ballistic missile
attacks on reception facilities in Europe. The Soviets could also accomplish this task with
higher confidence by means of quite limited nuclear attacks on such facilitics in Europe and
on a restricted sei of force projection targets in CONUS. '

While the risk of provoking large-scale U.S. response to nuclear attacks on CONUS
might be unacceptable to the Soviets, they micht also feel that—given the stakes, the risks
of escalation if conflict in Europe is prolonged, and the strength of their deterrent to U.S.
initiation of a large-scale nuclear exchange—the relative risks might be acceptable if the attack
size were small enough and their confidence of success sufficiently high. Without defenses,
very small numbers of ballistic missiles could in fact achieve high confidence in such an attack.
However, an intermediate ballistic missile defense deployment of moderate capabilities could
force the Soviets to increase their attack size radically. This would reduce or eliminate the
Soviets’ confidence that they could achieve their attack objectives while controlling the risks
of a large-scale nuclear exchange. The role of intermediate defenses in large-scale nuclear
attacks has aiready been discussed at the beginning of this section.

Soviet response to prospective or actual defense deployments by the United States also
will have longer-run aspects. The Soviets’ initial reaction will be to assess the nature, effects,
and likelihood of a U.S. defense deployment. Barring fundamental changes in their concep-
tion of their relations to other states and their security needs, they will seek to prevent such
a deployment through manipulation of public opinion or negotiations over arms agreements.
(We consider the possibility of a fundamental change in Soviet political/military objectives
in the discussion of arms agreements below.)

If the Soviets fail to prevent the deployment of defenses, they will assess their alter-
native responses in the light of the strategic architecture discussed above, the effectiveness
and leverage of the U.S. ballistic missile defenses, and other relevant U.S. offensive and defen-
sive capabilities (e.g., air defense). If the new defensive technologies offer sufficient leverage
against the offense and they cannot prevent the West from deploying defensive systems, the
Soviets may accept a reduction in their long-range offensive threat against the West, which
might be reflected in arms agreements. In this case, they would probably seek to compensate
by increasing their relative strength in other areas of military capability. Their current pro-
gram emphases suggest that they would be more likely to respond with a continuing buildup
in their long-range offensive forces. However, such a buildup would not necessarily be suf-
ficient to maintain their current level of confidence in the achievement of the strategic ob-
jectives of those forces.

6. Managing the Long-Term Competition with the Soviet Union

Current Soviet policy on arms agreements is dominated by the Soviet Union’s attempt
to derive unilateral advantage from arms 1o~ otiations and agreements, by accepting only
arrangements that permit continued Soviet increases in military strength while using the negotia-
tion process to inhibit Western increases in military strength. There is no evidence that Sovict
emphasis on competitive advantage over mutual benefit will change in the near future, unless

a fundamental change occurs in the Soviet Union’s underlying foreign policy objectives. Such
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a change might be induced in the long run by a conviction among Soviet leaders that the
West was able and resolved to block the Soviet Union’s attempts to extend its power and
influence by reliance on military strength. If such a change occurred, the possibilities for
reaching much more substantial arms agreements might increase. In that event, it might also
be possible to reach agreements restricting offensive forces so as to permit defensive systems
to diminish the nuclear threat. Soviet belief in the scriousness of U.S. resolve to deploy such
defenses might itself contribute to such a change.

7. Defenses and Stability

Deployment of defensive systems can increase stability, but to attain this we must design
our offensive and defensive forces properly—and, especially, we must not allow them to be
vulnerable. In combination with other measures, defenses can contribute to reducing the
prelaunch vulnerability of our offensive forces. To increase stability, defenses must themselves
avoid high vulnerability, must be ropust in the face of enemy technical or tactical
countermeasures, and must compete favorably in cost terms with expansion of the Soviet
offensive force. A defense that was highly effective for an attack below some threshold but
lost effectiveness very rapidly for larger attacks might decrease stability if superimposed on
vulnerable offensive systems. Boost-phase and midcourse layers may present problems of
both vulnerability and high sensitivity to attack size. Nevertheless, if this vulnerability can
be limited through technical and tactical measures, these layers may constitute very useful
elements of properly designed multilayercd systems where their sensitivity is compensated
by the capabilities of other system components.

8. A Perspective on Costs

We do not yet have a basis for estimating the full cost of the necessary research pro-
gram nor the cost of systems development or various possible defensive deployment options.
It is clear, however, that costs and the tradeoffs they require would present important issues
for defense policy. While not insignificant, total systems costs would be spread over many
years. There is no reason at present to assume that the potential contributions of defensive
systems to our security would not prove sufficient to warrant the costs of deploying the systems
when we are in a better situation to assess their costs and benefits.
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ARTICLE TWO - "STRATEGIC DEFENSE: AVOIDING ANNIHILATION"

The article, "Strategic Defense: Avoiding Annihilation,”
was written by Robert Foelber and published in November 1983,
Mr. Foelber is a strategic weapons analyst for the Heritage
Foundation (2:4).

Mr. Foelber s rationale for a US BMD is woven thoughout
his article. His main theme is that a US BMD strengthens the
US and USSR stategy of deterring one another from war by
maintaining the capability to destroy one another. He .
believes there are six reasons why the US should deploy a EMD.
First, the Soviet defense capability must be offset by a US
stateqic defense. Mr. Foelber cites the funding and buildup
of Soviet defense capability in three areas: air defense,
civil defense, and ABM defenses. In addition to enhancing US
force and population survival, US development of a BMD may
influence the Soviets to channel funds into defense systems,
thus improving offensive nuclear arms control. Second, his
article states ". . . strategic defense would reduce the
inherent uncertainty of deterrence through retaliation." A
BMD may increase the opportunity to avoid nuclear escalation
if the Soviets are unwilling to risk an attack against the US.
Third, US security through deterrence is strengthened because
deterrence by retaliation is coupled with deterrence that
denies successful attack by the adversary. Fourth, it is wise
to plan for the possibility that deterrence of the Soviets may
fail. A strategic defense plans for that possibility.

Foelber states that the USSR military doctrine and lack aof
respect for life does not preclude them from potentially
attacking the US. Foelber’s fifth reason for a strategic
defense is that a BMD is morally correct. The best approach
to deter a war is without the threat to lives of milliaons of
people. Foelber®s sixth reason for a defense is also a moral
issue. He believes the policy of leaving the citizens of the
US defenseless is not justified. He implies it is our
responsibility to protect ourselves from potential mass
destruction. His arqument for a strategic defense does not
end with these six reasons.

Foelber addresses misconceptions about a strategic defense

and argues for a US defense. He argues against the need for a

leak-proof US defense and against the argument that the
Soviets would respond to a US defense by deploying more
offensive nuclear weapons. He also disagrees with the beliefs
that a US defense would make the Soviets attack civilians with
their missiles, that a US defense is solely a space-based
system, and that the US cannot afford an effective strategic
defense system. Finally, he argues that a strategic defense
will not be destabilizing in the world or increase the chances
of war. He believes just the opposite is true. A defense
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would restore the strategic balance of power and produce
stability. As a result, Foelber concludes that funding and
developing plans for a strategic defense must not be
postponed.

Mr. Foelber’s article was copied from the November 1983
edition of Backgrounder and starts on the following page.
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15 potentially unstable and disastrcus scheme. It depends
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on the morally questionable practice of deliberately leaving the
Amer:can pecple unprotected from a Soviet attack, and it ignores

the fact that the Soviet Union is investing heavily in defenses
to protect itself from U.S. nuclear retaliation.

There is another way of protecting the U.S.--it 1is called

11ity 15 one neans, and for years the U.S. has bet 1its rfuture

strategic defense. It 1s more moral than deterrence based on
retaliatiocn and more certain to deter nuclear war, for it does
not use ciwvilian lives as hostages in the hope that this would
deter attack. Strategic defense instead creates a shield that
actually protacts Americans from incoming Scviet mlssiles and
rombers. ro. those rightly horrified by the dLVaStcthD of
nuclear holocaust, it offers a means of preventing nuclear attack,
while keeping the nation secure.

After vears of neglecting 1it, Washington now 13 faking a
nard lock at stratasgic defense. [T was at the core ol Pres:ident
Ieacgan's March 23, 1283, speech andorsing scace based nallistic
mz331le defense It has been endorsed by twWo s;ucv teams of
nrominent scientists and strategists 1n recent reports Lo the
whize House.!

The Defense Technologies Study Team, chaired by James C. Fleccher, former

head of the National Aeronautics apnd Space Administratioan (NASA), and the

Future Security Strategy Study, headed by Fred S. Hoffman, director of 2
think tank called Pan Heuristics. See Clarence A. Robinson, Jr., "Panel
Urges Defease Techrology Advocacy," Aviation Week and Space Technolovy,

October 17, 1983, pp. lo-18. . _
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The high risk that a U.S.-Soviet conflict will escalate to
all-out nuclear war, Soviet paranoia about security matters, and
the massive continuing Soviet buildup in nuclear warfighting
capability make it extremely imprudent for the U.S. to let 1its
security rely solely on an increasingly lopsided "balance" of
strategic offensive capability, as is current U.S. policy.
Strategic defense is imperative--the only solution to the moral
dilemma posed by nuclear deterrence, a matter of grave concern to
the U.S. Roman Catholic bishops and others.

Critics of current strategic defense proposals use aging
arguments that were voiced in the late 1960s during the heated
debate over deployment of anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems
for population defense. Their principal contention is that
successful defense against anything greater than a small-scale
nuclear attack is impossible. In the age of nuclear missiles, it
is argued, the advantage inherently belongs to the offense. This
might have sounded true 15 years ago; it is very dubious today.

The Administration's space weapons study group of leading
technical experts (the Fletcher Commission) has concluded that
effective space based ballistic missile defense (BMD) using a
variety of technologies, including directed energy weapons (DEWs),
can be deployed at an affordable cost.? The technology for more
traditional ground based defense against ballistic missiles and
defense against low flying bombers and cruise missiles also has
advanced considerably since the days of Nike-Hercules, Sprint,
and Spartan. With a comprehensive set of strategic defense
programs, including multiple layers of ballistic missile defenses,
air defenses, and civil defense measures, assured survival against
even a massive Soviet nuclear attack now seems achievable.

In addition to technical criticism, arms control considera-
tions also are used by opponents of strategic defense, who con-
tend that it is destabilizing (that is, makes war more likely).
This argument, too, collapses under scrutiny. Indeed, the critics'
view that deterrence must be based on population vulnerability 1is
a major reason for today's dangerous strategic imbalance and the
lack of a timely U.S. response.

Since deployment of robust strategic defenses will take some
time, the U.S. must continue in the short run to rely for deter-
rence on offensive nuclear weapons, which must be made more
survivable. But strategic defense rightfully concerns Congress,
the Administration, and the American people, for 1t offers, at
last, protection from nuclear attack that does not threaten the
lives of one hundred million Americans. It fulfills a government's
primary responsibility--to protect its citizens.

2 Ibid.
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WHAT IS STRATEGIC DEFENSE?

The goal of strategic defense is to increase the prospecrd
of surv1val of the U.S. homeland against even large-scale nucle.:
attack.® It involves limiting the possibility of damage to kev

national assets: the U.S. population, govermment institution:,
residential and commercial property, industry, farmland, transpor-

tation systems, and so on. Damage limitation can be accompllghn"
in two ways: (1) by dg,troyinq enemy nuclear forces (lntercont -
nental ballistic missiles, ICBMs; submarine launched deli»\ik
missiles, SLBMs; bombers) before they are launched; and (2) b
defending against these weapons after they have been launched

Having correctly rejected the option of a preemptive strate-
gic nuclear strike, the U.S. can limit damage to itself, using
offensive weapons only, by attacking Soviet post-first strike
forces (those remaining after a Soviet first strike). The U.S.
capablllty to destroy Soviet offensive nuclear weapons is severe-
ly limited today in part because most U.S. ICBMs--the major
counterforce weapons in the U.S. strategic arsenal--would be
destroyed in a Soviet first strike. Deployment of the Trident II
submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM) and deployment of
U.S. ICBMs in a survivable basing mode would enhance somewhat
U.S. capability to limit U.S. damage through destruction of
Soviet reserve offensive forces. Nevertheless, in light of
America's second strike nuclear policy, the major burden of
damage limitation for the U.S. must rest with strategic defense,
which has four major components:

1) strategic and tactical warning of Soviet attack;®

2) defense against ballistic missiles, using space based and
ground based weapons systems firing directed energy laser
and particle beams, nuclear missiles, high velocity impact
rockets, or other traditional defensive weapons;

3) defense against enemy bombers and low-flying cruise missiles,
using surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) and manned interceptors
armed with both guns and air-to-air missiles (AAMs); and

There are other good reasons for deploying strategic defenses: to prctect
the U S. against small-scale nuclear attacks from minor nuclear powers,
such as the People's Republic of China, to prevent accidental auclear

war, to defend U.S. strategic forces against a Soviet first strike, or to
complicate Soviet war planning. The heart of the current debate over
strategic defense, however, is: can and shouid the U.S. defend itselft
against a large-scale Soviet nuclear attack?

For strategic warning (warning of impending attack before it is launched)
the U.S. relies on inteiligence about general Soviet military and civiliau
mobilization activity gathercd from a variety of sources. For tactical
warning (warning of an attack in progress) the U.S. relies primarily or
early warning Defense Support Program (DSP) satellites equipped with
infrared sensors to detect rockst firings and some ground-based radars to
detect SLBM launches.

89

1




AD-A1S6 781 AN ANTHOLOGY: RATIONALE FOR A US BALLISTIC MISSILE 11 7]
DEFENSE (1969-1984)(U) AIR COMMAND AND STAFF COLL
WAIVELL AF8 AL € C TIRCUIT APR 85 ACSC-85-271

UNCLASSIFIED G 15/3.1 N




““‘EO “ E: mn;
e

“|“=1— : '- “ml 8
222 s pes

rr




1) civil defense through blast shelters, fallout shelters, city
evacuation, and industrial hardening and dispersal.®

STRATEGIC DEFENSE IN U.S. DEFENSE POLICY

The U.S. has not always been defenseless against nuclear
attack. During the 1950s and early 1960s, the joint U.S. and
Canadian North American Aerospace Defense (NORAD) Command main-
tained a vast air defense system of 2,612 interceptors, 180
surface-to~air missile batteries, and about 600 radars, all that
was needed to successfully defend U.S. cities against Soviet
bombers--the only Soviet strategic nuclear threat at the time.®
Durlng the 1960s the U.S. seriously contemplated deployment of a
nationwide ABM system and investigated technology for a space
based defense system.’ Civil defense spending reached its peak
in 1962--$500 million (1977 dollars)--for evacuation plannlng,
shelter identification, and the stockpiling of survival kits.

With the deployment of large numbers of Soviet ICBMs after
the mi1id-1960s, nationwide anti-ballistic missile (ABM) protection .
was abandoned by the U.S. government because of the widespread
belief that successful ballistic missile defense of the entire
nation was technically infeasible and destabilizing. Opponents
of ABM held the view, commonly accepted by critics of strategic
defense today, that the essence of deterrence is mutual assured
destruction (MAD)--the capability of each side to destroy the
other side as a viable society. Although the U.S. government has
never accepted MAD as the basis for U.S. nuclear weapons targeting
or war planning,® MAD has been used by civilian strategists and

For an overview of strategic defense components and a comparison between
U.S. and Soviet efforts, see John M. Collins, U. S ~Soviet Militarv Balance:
1960-1980 (New York: McGraw Hill, Inc., 1980), 154-175.

For a discussion of U.S. air defenses, past and present, see U.S. House

of Representatives, Committee on Armed Services, Full Committee Hearing

on Continental Air Defenses, July 22, 1981; Collins, op. cit., and
"NORAD--A Study in Evolution," International Defense Review, vol. 3

(1974), pp. 15-19.

The first U.S. ABM system involved Nike-Zeus interceptors (tested 1959-
1962) and mechanically manipulated radars. This was superseded by the
Nike-X system which used high-speed, short-range missiles for point

defense and phased array (electronically scanning) radars. Spartan -
missiles, for intercepting Soviet warheads outside the atmosphere--an
essential requirement for city defense--were added later to the system,
which as the Sentinel program was proposed for deployment at 17 sites for
"thin area" defense of the U.S. homeland against small-scale nuclear
attacks. See John Collins, United States and Soviet City Defense (Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.5. Guvernme nL {‘rlntuuv Ottice, 1970), pp 780

" "Only hall the spaces were ever marked or sLo(kul with the :‘.nnpl(-::l, snr-
vival kits." Ibid., p. 89.

For an historical review of U.S. strategic doctrine and targeting policy,
see Aaron L. Friedberg, "A History of U.S. Strategic 'Doctrine'--1945 to
1980," Journal of Strategic Studies, vol. 3 (December 1980), pp. 37-71.
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) the Congress as the standard for structuring U.S. strategic
nuclear force deployments and served to justify a U.S. policy or
population vulnerability.

Research and development, nevertheless, continued on ABM
systems for the less demanding role of protecting U.S. strategic
nuclear forces from a potential Soviet first strike, as even
according to MAD, deterrence requires survivable nuclear forces
to retaliate atter an aggressor's first strike.  In 1969, Congire: .
approved funding for two sites of the proposed 12-site Sateqguarnd
system for defense of U.S. strategic forces.!® The 1972 ABM
Treaty, amended in 1974, however, restricted deployment of ABM
interceptors to 100 at one site and banned space based ABM inter-
ceptors, thus preventing the U.S. by international treaty from
defending either its citizens or strategic forces against Soviet
missile attack.

U.S. support of the ABM Treaty was officially linked to an
expected follow-on agreement, which was to prevent the Soviets
from deploying ICBMs capable of threatening U.S. strategic re-
taliatory forces.!! The U.S., however, failed to win Soviet
approval of such an agreement, and after 1975, the Soviet Union
deployed large numbers of multiple warhead ICBMs not prohibited
by SALT I or SALT 11, which have put U.S. ICBMs at extreme risk
and added substantially to Soviet megatonnage. Instead of proceed-

1 ing with deployment of ABM interceptors to protect its ICBMs, the
U.S. cut back on ABM research and development, virtually phased
out its air defenses, and reduced civil defense to an organizaticn
T without a serious national program.l!?2

During the late 1970s, interest in strategic defense revived
somewhat when the Carter Administration, concerned about the
growing Soviet nuclear warfighting capability, turned again to
the need to limit damage to the United States. Presidential
Directive~41, signed in 1978, recognized civil defense as an
element in the strategic balance that could enhance deterrence
and stability, an idea endorsed by Congress in a 1980 amendment

10 Safeguard used the basic components of Sentinel: high acceleration,

nuclear missiles for intercepting Soviet warheads in the atmosphere
(Sprint), nuclear missiles for intercepting Soviet missiles outside the
atmosphere (Spartan), Perimeter Acquisition Radars (PARs) for warhead
detection and tracking, Missile Site Radars (MSRs) for battle management,
and data processing computers.

11 y.s. Unilateral Statement A of the ABM Treaty states: "If an agreement
providing for more complete strategic offensive arms limitations were not
achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized.
Should that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the
ABM Treaty." .

12 In 1981 NORAD had 307 interceptor aircraft, no SAMs, only 111 functioning
radars, and the capability only to protect the sovereignty of U.S. air-
space in peacetime. Continental Air Defense, p. 25. See also "Neglect
of Bomber, Missile Defense Hit," Aviation Week and Space Technology,
August 20, 1979. p. 64. The civil defense budget between 1969 and 1979
was $100 millic+ 71977 dollars) a year.
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to the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950. Fundlng for research

and development of ground based ABM systems was increased with
focus on two programs: Sentry, de51gned for low level defense of
hardened strateglc assets, and the Army's Overlay system for inter-
cepting Soviet missiles in space with small homlng non-nuclear
rockets.!* In response to the alarming surge in Soviet space
weapons effort, the Carter Administration increased funding for

space laser technology with a limited potential for ballistic
missile defense.

The Reagan Administration has placed even greater emphasis on

strategic defense. It has requested substantially more funding
for civil defense ($4.2 billion over seven years),!5 about $8
billion for procurement of 100 F-15 fighters, additional E-3 air-
borne warning and control (AWACs) aircraft, Patriot SAMs for air
defense, and more R&D funding for Sentry, Overlay, and space
laser weapons. In the wake of the President's March 23 speech,
the wWhite House Science Office, the Defense Department, and a
special research team are studying the technological feasibility
and the policy implications of protecting the U.S. with space
weapons. Some Members of Congress are urging the U.S. government
to adopt a national strategy for protecting U.S. civilians in the
event of nuclear war.'® The Administration's interest in strategic
defense, however, has yet to be translated into an official U.S.
policy commitment to assured survival through a comprehensive,
detailed set of programs.

WHY STRATEGIC DEFENSE?

The goals of U.S. strategic planning are to deter nuclear

war and to limit damage to the U.S. should deterrence fail. Des-
pite some official public statements endorsing mutual assured
destruction (MAD), the U.S. has based deterrence since the early

13

14

15

16

- o

The 1978 Amendment established the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA).

Sentry (formerly LoAD--Low Altitude Defense) consists of small, nuclear
armed, high acceleration, interceptors for low altitude intercept and
large numbers of small, mobile, or silo based phased array radars. The
Army's Overlay system would involve the launch of an optical probe on
warning of Soviet attack to detect Soviet missiles in space followed by
launch of ABM missiles armed with many radar or optically guided sub-
munitions for destroying Soviet warhead "buses."” Clarence A. Robinson,
Jr., "Layered Defense System Pushed to Protect ICBMs," Aviation Week and

Space Technology, February 9, 1981, pp. 82-86. 1

National Security Decision Directive (NSDD)-26 calls for survival of a
significant portion of the American people in the event of nuclear war.

Rep. Ken Kramer (R-CO) and over eleven cosigners, for example, have
submitted the so-called People Protection Act (H.R. 3073) "to implement
the call of the President for a natiomal strategy seeking to protect
people from nuclear war...."
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1960s primarily on being able to destroy the USSR's military
capability to fight and win a nuclear war. Primary targets of
U.S. nuclear weapons are Soviet strategic and theater nuclear
forces, conventional forces, political and military command and
control centers, and vital war supporting industries. The Scow-
croft Commission and nuclear strategists in both Democrat and
Republican administrations over the past ten years have acknow-
ledged that the capability to threaten these targets with control-
led, limited retaliatory strikes is essential for stable deterrence,
since 1t gives the U.S. President retaliatory options other than
attacking Soviet cities, which would almost certainly lead to a
Soviet attack on U.S. cities.

America's capability to implement its so-called countervail-

ing strategy, however, is dangerously weak because the U.S.
strategic command and control structure and the U.S. ICBM force
are vulnerable to a Soviet first strike. It is vital for stable
deterrence that the U.S. move quickly to enhance the survivability
of the offensive components of the U.S. deterrent force. At the
same time, however, the U.S. must augment its strategic nuclear
force posture with deployment of defenses capable of ensuring sur-
vival of U.S. homeland in a nuclear war. Here are six reasons why:

1. Strategic defense is necessary to offset Soviet defense
efforts.

The Soviet Union has never accepted the dominant American
view that security is enhanced by having a vulnerable society.
In 1967, Soviet Premier Aleksel Kosygin rejected U.S. proposals to
limit ABM systems on grounds that defense against missile attack
"1s not a cause of the arms race but represents a factor prevent-
ing the death of peoples." The Soviet Union signed the 1972 ABM
Treaty not because it accepted mutual populatlon vulnerability,
as some U.S. analysts contended at the time, but more likely be-
cause it feared that an active U.S. ABM system would interfere
with its objective of acquiring a first strike capablllty against
U.S. nuclear forces.!? Official Soviet military wrltlngs since
1972 continue to stress the desirability of strategic defense,
and Soviet investment in air defenses, civil defense, and ABM
systems has been extensive.!8

7 See Carnes Lord, "The ABM Questicn," Commentary, May 1980, p. 34. See

also Robert P. Berman and John C. Baker, Soviet Strategic Forces:
Requirements and_Responses (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution,
1983), p. 149.

For a discussion of Soviet attitudes toward ballistic missile defense,
see Rebecca V. Strode, '"Space-Based Lasers for Ballistic Missile Defense:
Soviet Policy Options," in Laser Weapons in Space: Policy and Doctrine,
edited by Keith B. Payne (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1983), pp.
106-161. In 1977, 12 percent of the Soviet defense budget was spent on
strategic defense and only 8 percent on strategic offensive systems. Ac-
cording to the CIA, the percentage of funds for strategic defense will
probably increase in the 1980s as new systems come on line. Strode, p. 130.
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The Soviet strategic defense capability is considerable and
growing. Moscow deploys 2,600 interceptors, 11,000 surface-teo-air
missile launchers, and 3,000 air defense radars for air defense.
This force is being upgraded with more effective interceptors
with look-down/shoot-down radars and missiles, the more capable
SA-10 surface-to-air missile (SAM), and airborne warning and
control (AWAC) aircraft for defense against low flying U.S.
cruise missiles.!?®

The Soviet Union is spending $2.5 billion (ten times the
U.S. level) a year on civil defense measures, such as evacuation
planning and training, stockpiling of focd, medical supplies, and
other necessities, construction and maintenance of blast shelters,
and protection for industrial equipment.?® A 1978 Central Intel-
ligence Agency study concluded that, with a few days warning to
allow evacuation, Soviet casualties in a large-scale nuclear war
could be held to 50 million. With a week's preparation, Soviet
civil defense could reduce casualties to levels suffered by the
USSR in World war II.2! The U.S., on the other hand, with virtu-
ally no civil defense program would suffer more than 100 million
casualties regardless of warning.

The Soviet Union is conducting vigorous research and develop-
ment on ABM technology and is upgrading the Galosh ABM system
around Moscow with new phased array radars and missiles manu-
factured on mass production assembly lines, which give the Soviet
Union the capability to quickly deploy a nationwide ABM system.<®?2
A number of these upgrades violate the 1972 ABM Treaty.?3

19 Clarence A. Robinson, Jr., "Emphasis Grows on Nuclear Defense," Aviation

Week and Space Technology, March 8, 1982, p. 36.

20 W. Dale Nelson, '"Soviet's Budget for Civil Defense Set at $2.5 Billion,"
Philadelphia Inquirer, March 18, 1982, p. 6. Some civil defense critics
dispute this figure as far too high. See, for example, Les Aspin, "Soviet
Civil Defense: Myth and Reality," Arms Control Today, September 1976.

If true, however, this merely shows that, as the 1957 Gaither Committee

and other study groups have concluded, "no other practicable addition to
our defense, regardless of cost, can offer so much of a return (surviva-
bility) under as wide variety of conditions (as civil defense)." Quoted
in Collins, United States and Soviet Civil Defense, pp. 88-89.

21 Director of Central Intelligence, Soviet Civil Defense (NI78-10003),
July 1978, p. 4.

22 The Soviets are deploying a two-tiered BMD system to modernize their
Galosh ABM complex with the SH-04 (Spartan-like) exoatmospheric intercep-
tor, the SH-08 endoatmospheric interceptor, and ABM-X-3 mobile, phased
array radars. See "Soviets Test Defense Missile Reload,” Aviation Week
and Space Technology, March 8, 1982, p. 27; Berman and Baker, op. cit.,
p. 149; and Walter Pincus, "Soviets Believed to Have Problems with New
Typhoon Missile,'" Washington Post, January 18, 1982, p. 15.

23 In particular, the Soviets have tested SAMs in an ABM mode for upgrading
air defenses for BMD missions, developed and tested mobile radars and
missile launchers, deployed battle management radars for a natiouwide ABRM
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The Soviet Union is the only country with an operational
anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon. According to the U.S. Defense
Department, it could deploy a prototype orbiting laser ASAT
battle station within the next six years providing valuable
operational experience for a large-scale space based BMD system
which could be deployed by the m1d-1990s.2%

The Soviet Union seems bent on acquiring the capability to
limit nuclear war damage to what it considers tolerable levels,
which would give the Soviet Union a war winning capability.2®
Two options are available to the U.S. for offsetting Soviet
strategic defense deployments and hedging against a possible
Soviet ABM breakout: (1) a massive buildup of offensive weapons
to defeat Soviet strategic defense; or (2) a more balanced deploy-
ment of strategic defenses and modernized offensive weapons to
ensure continued deterrence and vastly improved survivability of
the U.S. in a nuclear war.

Option (1) would undermine U.S. efforts to achieve deep
reductions in nuclear weapons through arms control--a highly
desirable objective despite Soviet resistance. Option (2), on
the other hand, could make offensive nuclear arms control easier
by channeling the Soviet arms buildup into the area of defense
forces, and it would have the following other advantages.

2. Strategic defense would reduce the inherent uncertaintv
of deterrence through retaliation.

Much can and should be done to enhance U.S. capability to
limit nuclear war. Even so, it is possible that a U.S.-~Soviet
conflict could escalate to a massive nuclear exchange with large-
scale destruction in the United States. This makes deterrence
through offensive power uncertain because in an extreme crisis
Soviet leaders might be tempted to launch unlimited nuclear
attacks against U.S. nuclear forces in the hope that U.S. leaders
would choose surrender rather than risk national suicide. True,
Soviet leaders cannot be sure that the U.S. would not retaliate.
But doubts about U.S. retaliation undermine its deterrent wvalue.

system, and tested rapid reload missile lauchers--sll in violation of the
ABM Treaty. See Manfred Hamm, "Soviet SALT Cheating: The New Evidence,”
Heritage Foundation Executive Memorandum No. 31, August 5, 1983; "Soviets
Test Defense Missile Reload,” op. cit., and Senator Steven Symms (R-Idaho),
"Soviet Violations of ABM Treaty," Congressional Record, April 14, 1983,
pp. S4625-54627,

Craig Covault, "Soviet Antisatellite Treaty Raises Verification Issue,’
Aviation Week and Space Technology, August 29, 1983, p. 20.

For the argument that "Soviet layered defenses are likely to prove work-
able and highly successful' after a Soviet first strike against vulnerable
U.S. nuclear forces, see Daniel Goure and Gordon H. McCormick, "Soviet
Strategic Defense: The Neglected Dimension of the U.S.-Soviet Balance,”
Orbis, Spring 1980, pp. 103-127.
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U.S. threats to retaliate must be as credible as possible.
Improved U.S. capability to survive massive nuclear attack woull
reduce the chances of nuclear brinkmanship and enhance deterrence
by protecting the U.S. from the effects of nuclear escalation.

3. strategic defense would strengthen U.S. security with 4
new kind of deterrence.

In addition to deterrence through retaliation, a potential
aggressor can be deterred because his victim's defense can prevent
his achieving his goals (deterrence through denial).

Strategic defense would also give the U.S. this new ccpakil-
ity of deterrence through denial, strengthening deterrence even
more, since an aggressor is less likely to attack if his wvictim
has the capability to avoid damage as well as to retaliate. At
minimum, strategic defense would enhance deterrence by introducing
significant uncertainties in the minds of Soviet planners about
the success of a Soviet first strike.

4. Strategic defense is a needed prudent hedge acainst
deterrence failure.

War between the U.S. and the Soviet Union is not inevitable,
but planning for the possibility of deterrence rfailure is nonethe-
less prudent. Reasons:

o There is no evidence that the Soviet leaders have abandoned
Lenin's dictum that "the existence of the Soviet Republic side by
side with the imperialist [Western] states is unthinkable."

Soviet leaders are paranoid about their security, and they have
amassed significant strategic nuclear, theater nuclear, and
conventional force superiority to protect interests that are
constantly expanding beyond legitimate bounds with the growth in
Soviet military power.

o Soviet leaders cannot be trusted to use their military
force with restraint and respect for human life, as illustrated
by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Soviet or Soviet sponsored
use of chemical weapons in South Asia, the murder of 269 innocent
passengers aboard Korean Airlines Flight 007, and numerous other

examples of Soviet inhumanity toward i1ts own and other people.

o In contrast to the purely defensive strategy of the
Western Alliance, Soviet military doctrine sanctions preemptive
strategic nuclear war as a legitimate means of defense, which
raises the risk of Soviet initiated nuclear war.?"

S See John MO Covavelli, "The Role of Surporae et Precmptoon oo Soviet
Milatary Stratepy " Tuternat ional Seomeoty Heveew, Sommer [958 0 pp 10

236.
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5. Strategic defense addresses the moral dilemma of nucsear
deterrence.

The U.S. Roman Catholic bishops, in their recent Pastoral
Letter on Peace and War, and many others have argqued that, from
the viewpoint of the traditional Judeo-Christian Just War doctrine,
virtually any use of nuclear weapons--second or first, limited or
large-scale, countermilitary or countercity--would be immoral be-
cause of the likelihood of escalation to all-out war with catas-

trophic destruction of humanity. This argument cannot be easily
dismissed.

This moral conundrum cannot be solved, however, by arms
control talks, since the Soviet leaders have consistently rejected
U.S. proposals for deep reductions in nuclear arsenals. Nor is
dismantling the apparatus of deterrence a solution, since this
would make Soviet aggression more likely. The best approach is
for the U.S. and the Soviet Union to build up strategic defenses
that can deter without threat to the lives of hundreds of millions
of 1nnocent U.S. and Soviet civilians.

6. Defense against nuclear attack is a moral duty.

It is a right of all nations, as codified in the U.N. Charter,
to defend themselves against external attack. While individual
Americans are free to choose to be dead rather than Red, this
dces not justify U.S. policy that leaves its citizens defenseless
against Soviet attack. Critics of strategic defense are concerned
solely with a deterrent plan, which makes nuclear war so horrible--
because societies are undefended--that no nation will risk such a
conflict. This kind of deterrence has three problems: first,

- the Soviet Union does not subscribe to it, as evidenced by Soviet

strategic defense programs; second, it puts too much faith in the
rationality and decency of Soviet leaders; third, if it fails, it
fails catastrophically. Given the horrible consequences of
nuclear war, strategic defense would appear to be the only morally
correct policy.

SOME MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT STRATEGIC DEFENSE

Opponents of strategic defense claim that assured survival
against nuclear attack 1s not possible. Their arguments are
tlawed by false assumptions.

Flaw One 1s that strategic defense must be leakproof.
Rebert S. McNamara, Secretary of Defense from 19561-1968, for
example, apparently rejected a nationwide ABM system on grounus
that

none of the ABM systems at the present or foreseeable
future state of the art would provide an impermeable
shield over the United States....If we could build and
deploy a genuine impenetrable shield over the United




States, we would be willing to spend not $10 billion,
but any reasonable multiple of that amount that was
necessary. The money itself 1s not the problem: the
penetrability of the proposed shield is the problem.®7

Strategic defense, however, need not be absolutely 100 percent
effective against an all-out attack to be strategically and
politically worthwhile. Strategic defense capable of limiting
leakage to a few tens of warheads is technically feasible and
arfordable. While the casualties resulting from such an attack
would be bad, this is far preferable to the more than 100 m1lllon
who might dle if the U.S. were undefended.

Flaw Two 1s the assumption that the Soviet Union would
respond to U.S. strategic defense programs by deploying more
of fensive weapons (missiles and bombers). Kosta Tsipis, Director
of MIT's Program in Science and Technology for International
Security, and a persistent critic of new strategic weapons deploy-
ments, for example, has said that "the most likely outcome of a
U.S. effort to build defense systems for our cities will be an
increase in the number and sophistication of Soviet offensive
weapons and an intensification of the arms race."?® It is more
likely, however, that the Soviet Union would try to match U.S.
strategic defense programs with a comparable defense effort.*"
Although Soviet leaders have shown a remarkable willingness to
sacrifice the economic well-being of their citizens for military
power (spending 13 percent of Soviet GNP on defense versus 6.5
percent in the U.S.), even their defense budget is finite.
Soviet planners probably would be forced to choose between build-
ing even more offensive weapons to try to overcome U.S. defenses
and spending more rubles on strategic defense systems. Soviet
military doctrine emphasizes the need to destroy U.S. nuclear
forces and other important warfighting assets in a surprise first
strike, but it stresses even more the need to protect the Soviet
motherland with defensive measures. Soviet leaders, therefore,
would be unlikely to concede superiority to the U.S. in the
critical area of strategic defense.

Flaw Three exaggerates worst case scenarios for strategic
defense by falsely assuming that the Soviets would preferentially
"go after" the U.S. civilians with their missiles. As far as
U.S. experts on Soviet nuclear forces can determine, however, the
primary targets of Soviet nuclear forces are U.S. nuclear forces,
conventional forces, and defense industries, for these represent

Graham, High Frontier: A Strategy for National Survival (New York: Tom
Dougherty Associates, Inc. 1983), p. 75.

Los Angeles Times, March 30, 1983. Quoted in "Onward and Upward with
Space Defense,”" Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, June/July 1983, p. o.
Strode, op. cit, pp. 125-129.
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the greatest threat to the Soviet Union.3% U.S. civilians fuace
grave danger from the collateral effects of large-scale Soviet
attacks on U.S. military/industrial targets near cities, but the
Soviets would be unlikely to send huge waves of missiles against
the U.S. population per se. In short, the Soviet threat against
U.S. cities is not insurmountable with strategic defenses.

Flaw Four 15 the contention that assured survival depend:
solely on space weapons that are not leakproof. The key to
strategic survival, however, would be to deploy multiple layers
of missile defense systems: a space based layer to attack Soviet
missiles in their vulnerable boost phase; a ground or space based
layer to attack Soviet warhead platforms ("buses") in their
mid-course phase; and a ground based layer to attack Soviet war-
heads as they fall through the atmosphere back to earth. Air
defenses against Soviet bombers and cruise missiles and civil
defense measures would back up ballistic missile defenses. As
Soviet-missiles and bombers passed through each defense layer,
fewer and fewer weapons would survive--making the task of defense
easier for each successive defense layer.

Flaw Five argues that the U.S. cannot afford an effective
strategic defense. But even McNamara, an avid cost-cutter,
recognized that removing the nuclear sword of Damocles hanging
over the United States 1s worth a very high cost.3!

STRATEGIC DEFENSE IS NOT DESTABILIZING

The most frequently used argument against strategic defense
is that it is destabilizing--that it would increase the chances
of nuclear war. Critics say that Soviet leaders would feel
threatened by U.S. strategic defenses because they would cut off
the Soviet Union's effective second strike response to a U.S.
first strike, and that the Soviets then might be tempted to
attack the U.S. before it fully deployed its strategic defenses.
Critics also argue that, if the U.S. were to deploy strategic
defenses, U.S. leaders would be more willing to use force to
solve U.S. security problems in the belief that the U.S. could
fight, win, and survive a nuclear war. Finally, critics arque
that deployment of strategic defenses would intensify the arms
race, fueling U.S.-Soviet tensions.

These arguments are fallacious. In the first place, U.S.
deployment of comprehensive strategic defenses would tilt the

30 Joseph D. Douglass, Jr. and Amoretta M. Hoeber, Soviet Strategv for Nuciear

War (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1979), pp. 75-88.
Even a $250 billion price tag--over twice the estimates of the Defense
Technologies Study Team--would amount to only $10 billion a year for a 25-
year program or less than 0.3 percent GNP.
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strategic balance in favor of the U.S. only if the Soviet Union
did nothing in response. Moscow could ensure strategic balance
simply by matching U.S. efforts in the defense area. True, the
USSR would lose whatever strategic superiority it now enjoys 1f
the U.S. deployed nationwide defenses. But strategic inferiority
to the USSR is an unacceptable and dangerous position for the
West. Parity with the Soviet Union is the bare minimal condition
for stable deterrence and U.S. security. For rational Soviet
leaders, parity based on mutual U.S.-Soviet survivability should
be preferable to nuclear war. Indeed, Soviet leaders might
welcome U.S. deployment of strategic defense since it would
reduce the likelihood, from their perspective, that the U.7T.
would launch a damage limiting preemptive attack.3?2

The 'charge that U.S. leaders would be more inclined *o go to
war if the U.S. had an assured survival capability is totally un-
founded. The record of U.S. restraint in past East-West crises,
even when the U.S. had overwhelming nuclear superiority, bears
witness that U.S. leaders are cautious and responsible. In any
case, if the Soviets were to match U.S. strategic defense efforts,
there would be no advantage in a U.S. attack on the Soviet Union.
A nuclear military victory would be impossible for the U.S. or
the Soviet Union, and deterrence would be stable.

The charge that U.S. deployment of strategic defenses would
fuel the arms race falsely assumes that the Soviets deploy nuclear
weapons 1in direct response to U.S. force deployments. In fact,
however, as former Defense Secretary Harold Brown has commented,
"when we build, the Soviets build. Wwhen we don't build, the
Soviets build." For the past twenty years, the Soviet Union has
steadily deployed more threatening ICBMs to attack U.S. nuclear
forces and more capable strategic defenses to protect itseltf from
U.S. retaliation. Arms control and unilateral U.S. restraint in
nuclear weapons deployments in the 1970s have had no discernible
limiting effect on the intensity of the Soviet strategic buildup.
Indeed, improvements in Soviet strategic capability have been
most dramatic since the signing of SALT I in 1972. In addition
to deploying a large force of multiple warhead ICBMs capable of
destroying U.S. ICBMs in a first strike, the Soviet Union 1s in
the process of acquiring an ABM breakout capability, which would
tilt the strategic balance even more in its favor. U.S. deploy-
ment of strategic defenses would restore the strategic balance,
which could only enhance deterrence of nuclear war.

CONCLUSION

Since the late 1960s, the U.S has lived with the threat ot
Jevtruction of 1ts soclety in a very cshort time by Soviet nuclean

32 Colin S. Gray, "A New Debate on Ballistic Missile Defense," Survival,

March/April 1981, p. 69. T
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missiles. To prevent this, the U.S. has developed offensive
nuclear weapons designed to destroy the Soviet military capabil:iv:
to wage nuclear war successfully. Deterrence has rested ulti-
mately on the fear of nuclear holocaust and the hope that Soviet
fears equalled American fears. It is strategically imprudent and
morally i1rresponsible, however, for the U.S. to base deterrence
olely on this hope and the capability for retaliation. Tha uU.s.
needs strategic defenses to bolster deterrence and to protect the
U.3. homeland should deterrence fail.

The deployment of an effective assured survival capability
will take at least 15 years, in part because of the further
development needed in space based ballistic missile defense
weaponry. In the meantime, Congress and the Executive must work
to improve the U.S. capability to use nuclear weapons in a limited
manner by supporting programs for enhancing the survivability of
U.S. command and control systems and offensive forces, especially
the ICBM force. It is essential, however, that the U.S. mcve
quickly to devise a comprehensive set of programs for strateg:c
defense of the nation and that Congress begin funding these at
required levels.

Many politicians may be tempted to postpone a decision on
strategic defense programs because of thelr cost. On the issue
of nuclear war survival, however, there is only one choice. It
makes no sense to continue to live under threat of nuclear destruc-
t1ion if survival is possible.

Robert Foelber
Policy Analyst

101




CONTINUED

13. *"President Embarks Nation On Guest For Strategic
Defense." Defense Daily, (25 March 1983), p. 145.

14, Wallop, Malcolm. "Opportunities and Imperatives of
Ballistic Missile Defense.” Strategic Review,
(Fall 1979, p. 13.

B. BOOKS AND DOCUMENTS

15. Goure, Leon, William G. Hyland, and Colin S. Gray. The
Emerging Strategic Environment: Implications for
Ballistic Missile Defense. Washington, DC:
Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc., 1979.

16. Hoffman, Fred S. Ballistic Missile Defenses and U.S.
National Security. Summary Report Prepared for the
Future Security Strategy Study, October 1983.

17. Long, Luman H. (ed), et al. The World Almanac and Book
of Facts, 1972 ed. New York: Newspaper Enterprise
Association, Inc., 1971.

18. The National Cyclopedia of America Biography, Vol é&i.
Clifton, New Jersey: James T. White and Company,
1982.

19. Rule, Carl W. Should the United States Deploy a Space-
Borne Ballistic Missile Defense System. Maxwell
AFB, Alabama: Air War College, 1984.

20. Smith, James M. (ed). National Security Policy and
Process. Maxwell AFB, Alabama: ACSC, 1985.

21. Saobel, Lester A. (ed), et al. Facts on File Yearbook
1969. New York: Facts on File, Inc., 1970.

22. Weinberger, Caspar W. Annual Repart to Congress, Fiscal
Year 1985. Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1984.

23. MWho’s Who in America, 43rd ed, Vol 2. Chicago: Marqguis
whao’s Who, Inc., 1984.

115

- e AR - / 1

“




BIBLIOGRAPHY

A. ARTICLES AND PERIODICALS

1. “An ABRM Chronology." Current News, Main Edition,
Fart II, Sec. 2, (23 June 1981), p. 5.

2. Allen, James B, "BRallistic Missile Defense." Nat-anal
Defense, (September-October 1974), p. 118. )

3. “"Face-0ff On Nuclear Defense." Technology. (April
1984), p. 38.

4, Gessert, Raobert A. YIn Defense of Defense." Worldview,
(November 1969), p. 15.

3. Gray, Colin S. "A New Debate on Ballistic Missile
Defence." Survival, (March-April 1981), p. 40.

6. - - "Why An ASAT Treaty Is A Bad Idea."
Aerospace America, (April 1984), p. 70.
7. Kemp, Jack F. "U.S. Strategic Force Modernization:
A New Role far Missile Defence?" Strateqgic Review,

(Summer 1980), p. 11.

8. Keyworth, George A. "A Sense of Obligation - The
Strategic Defense Initiative." Aerospace America,
(April 1984), p. 36.

9. Knickerbocker, Brad. "Star Wars Defense: Doubts,
Debates Spread." Christian Science Monitor,
(7 December 1983), p. 3.

10. Knoth, A. "Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI)." Military Technology, (August 1984), p. 14.

11. Newsham, H. 0. "Ballistic Missile Defence as a
Practicable Proposition." Arms Control,
(September 1982), p. 1.

12. Payne, Keith B. "Strateqic Defense and Stability."”
Orbis, (Summer 1984), p. 215.

‘
1
i
|
;
|

Py

-




-y -

arguments presented by proponents, but praovide representative
reasons and logic for a defense system for the US. The
following list briefly summarizes the rationale for a BMD that
was identified in these articles:

a. Reduces fatalities in a nuclear war.

b. Incentive for the Soviets to engage in meaningful
arms control negotiations.

c. Strengthens retaliatory-strike capability.

d. Good economic investment for national security.

e. Economically the best alternative for providing
defense for the country.

f. Less conducive to an arms race.

g. May stimulate a race between the US and USSR for
defense systems rather than more offensive weapons.

h. Provides hope to the American people for the future
of mankind.

i. US is morally responsible for saving lives, not
destroying them.

j- Creates Soviet uncertainty in the success of their
first-strike capability.

k. Increases allies’ confidence in US deterrent
capability.

1. US hedge against Soviet political and technological
changes or advancements.

m. Frovides protection against attacks from third world
countries,

n. Insurance against a massive nuclear war due to an
accidental nuclear launch.

EMD history indicates that current and future proponents
of a BMD will develop new rationale as technology and the
world environment changes. In addition, some of the rationale
originated in the past and identified in this anthology will
be used again to defend opposing positions on BMD. The BMD
question that faces the country today has no easy answers, but
is a question that both proponents and critics will continue
to analyze and document now and in the future.
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Chapter Five

SUMMARY

Since Fresident Reagan’s "Star Wars" speech in 1983, the
need for a BMD has become one of the most visible and hotly
debated 1ssues that the US faces today. However, it is not a
new issue. Since 1969, opponents and proponents of a US BMD
have documented and revised their positions as technology,
domestic affairs, and international relations changed.
Therefore, this anthology includes nine articles that are
representative of the fundamental rationale and the specific
rationale for a BMD from 1969-1984.

The fundamental rationale for a BMD that surfaces
thr oughout the period is that a BMD is necessary for deterring
a nuclear war. Froponents of a BMD primarily justify their
position on the perception of the enemy threat and US
capabilities. Froponents of a BMD contest that the nuclear
threat confronting the UUS has progressively increased and the
tapability of the U5 to deter a nuclear war has declined.
They conclude that a US BMD 1s necessary to insure a balance
of power between the world nuclear powers. This balance of
power leads to deterrence and ultimately national security.
However, other rationale for a BMD was stated by authors to
support this main theme and strengthen their case for a US
BMD.

Authors that argued for a US BMD incorporated political,
military, economic, and moral rationale in their writings.
Al though many of the arguments for a US BMD have not changed
drastically over the last 15 years, specific rationale for a
EMD has varied to reflect different periods 1in BMD history.
For instance, in 1969 and the 1970s, authors stated that a BMD
was primarily needed to protect the land-based deterrent force
which is a part of the US retaliatory capability. But with
the new emphasis on the Strategic Defense Inittiative, the
proponents for a BMD have focussed on developing a system to
move away from a strategy of retaliation to a strategy ot
~el feprotection for deterrence.

The rationale for a BMD that is recorded in the nine
selected articles in this anthology do not include all the
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the United Suates be the first to develop
eftective detensive capabilities, giving us
a  persudasive  negotiating  posture  for
arms reductions. Under those circum-
stances, we could propose to join the
Soviets tn methodically eliminating the
mtercontinental  ballistic missile as the
premucs weapon of sbitesic wi

Lhe pessinsiie view sees the Soviets
as the tirst to devetop areal detensive
capability. We should have no illusions
that they would then ofter us the same
option of pursuing mutual equitable
arms reduction. Rather, we should
expect them to step up their program to
expand their sphere of influence and
control, and to blackmail the United
States into inaction.

Unfortunately, this is a real possibil-
ity. Even if some Americans do not value
U.S. militarv technology, the Soviet
Union most assuredly does. In the past,
their technology base was simply never
good enough to allow them to approach
our capabilitics. But that gap is diminish-
ing as a result both of our own lessened
attention to long-term defense needs and
the Soviet Umon’s refentless push over
past decades o catch up. In advanced-
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technology defenses, in particular, the So-
victs have dedicated thousands ot then
best scientists and engineers for the poast
cight or ten ycars to develop the very
weapons that some in the U.S. media have
labeled *fantasy.” The Soviets have built
entire complexes, small cities it vou will,
o support thae U Lantiey .’

I tookme to the tutue, the piea
dent s therelore tocusing on the toreat
rather than the trees. His view stretches
toward the next century, and he is con-
cerned about the lack of options he sees
for his successors. It was this long-term
issue, not the delusion that we can pull
some incredible technological rabbit out
of the hat, that made him willing to re-
think our national course. ]

It was his conclusion—and vision—
that we should not continuc to depend
solely on steadily increasing nuclear fire-
power to ensure our safety. Rather--and
this is the essence of what he said last year
on March 23—we should look toward our
strong suit, technology, to create better
options for national defense. He offered
our national technical community both a
moral and scientific challenge, and he of-
fered America a viston of hope. d
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"The Soviets will...shift their
strategic resources to other
weapons...submarines, cruise
missiles, advanced-technology
aircraft. . far more stable
deterrents than [CBMs.”

shown little interest in START discussions,

The first step in rebalancing this
situation, MX, has both the accuracy and
pavload to drive the Soviets to reconsider
their silo-based 1CBM force. With its
introduction in 1987, MX will force this
reconsideration in the near-term. Because
of its size and liquid-propellant system,
the SS-18 has no realistic basing mode
other than silos. U.S. preparations for a
follow-on small, accurate mobile ICBM
thus creates a dilemma for the Soviets.
Soviet planners will face the prospect
that their most etfective system will have
become both vulnerable and unable ef-
fectively to strike the system threatening
it—similar to the U.S. position today.
As the Scowcroft Commission intended,
this prospect sets in motion a trend
toward non-silo-based, lighter missiles.
This in turn has a dramatic effect upon
the Soviet's previous trump card, the
large, heavy-hft 1CBM, and begins a
positive shift in the balance of strategic
power between the U.S. and USSR,

But it does not necessarily drive the
Soviets as far as we would like. Nothing
prevents the Soviets from simply ignoring
their silo vulnerability and retaining the
SS-18"s utility for preemptive strike until
well into the late '90s. Not having the
domestic constraints that we do, the
Soviets could also make mobile their
newer medium sohd (MX class) MIRved
svetems (such as the new PL-4). And
although it contributes considerably to an
casing of tensions, a move away from the
heavy-hit 1CBMs would not appreciably
reduce the effectiveness, or wevitabiliy,
of other 1CBA onee launched against
then tareets,

On the other hand, the president's
detense mitiative envisions the ability 1o
destrov the attacking 1CBM while still in
ity boost phase. [t is at this point that the
1CBM s most vulnerable and most valua-
ble in terms of warheads destroved. Even
the most ardent technical enitics ol the
detense initianve sav that one of the
Soviets' inital reactions will be to con-
sider reverting to small, de-MIRVed, fast-

B .

aceeleration boosters inan attempt to out -
race this first level of detense. Evenin this
worst case. therefore, the defense initia-
tive and the strategic modernizatnon pro-
grams catch Soviet planners in a vise.
Thev force the Soviets 1o consder ac
tions bevond just deplovment ot “*more-
ot thesame™ -hevond  even the new
step e fifth-pencration 1CBMs. 1t
requires  that  they  consider 1B
development  at least two 1o thiee
gencrations bevond that which thev pres-
enthy have on the drawing board, and it
torces that consideration  right  now.
Even were they to succeed in this effort
to some degree, the Soviets would throw
their ICBM force completely off its pres-
ent development track. The force would
be completely changed—it would be
smaller, lighter, and de-MiRVed.

Son a very real sense, the president’s
Strategic Defense Initiatise completes a
cycle that began two yvears ago with strate-
gic modernization. 1 believe this sends a
clear message to the Soviers that the era off
undisputed superiority of the 1CBM s
comung (o a close. But contrary to some
people’s tears, nothing is roing to happen
suddendy. The shitt toward detense will
not occur i a preemptive or destabihzime
manoer. We will have to coordinate thas
it e carctudly with our arms control
and soategic moderzation programs,
and our allies. And we will have 1o con-
tinue to redy on our present stratevic de-
terrent for some vears o come. But cach
one of our detense technoloey demonstra-
tions will add another word to the hand-
writing on the wall for fCBMs,

In response, the Soviets will, 1 be-
lieve, do what we have had to do--shitt
their strategsic resources to other weapons
systems, Some cntics cite this as a tahing;
atter all, we will not have provided the
“magic bullet™ to end all threats to all
sssteins for all trme, But aee it as a maqor
plus. It we can reduce the effectiveness ot
the 1CBA, we make 1t casier 1o nevo-
tate s reduction and eventual climimna-
an as ”1( cornerstone of IIIL‘H straterie
arsenal et thie Soviers move ta aliering
e weeapons [0y \(lhlll.lllllk‘\, CIHING TN
siles, advanced-technolosy aueratt, baen
the crities of the president’s  detense
iitians e aeree that those weapons are tar
more stable deterrents than [CBAS,

In the end, 1t seems to me that we can
approach the debate about stperic de-
fense as either optimists or pessiniists and
stilh come to the same conclusion: we must
proceed. The optimistic view would have
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tromechanical methods, might permit op-
cration of high-power space lasers on the
ground. This option could allow both
casier operation and the most seeurity tor
complex and expensive components, We
are also sceing important progress in us-
ing the structural shock ctfects of ultra-
short laser pulses to create damage
quickly by impulse rather than through
the heating effects of slower-acting con-
tinuous beams. And there have been re-
cent advances in more taonhar traditional
nonnuclear ballistic-missile defense tech-
nologics that may be extrapolated to the
needs of a midcourse intercept and self-
defense as well.

The Fletcher panel concluded that we
can now project the overall technologies
to develop defense capabilities that dras-
tically reduce the threat of attack by bal-
listic missiles. Such capabilities would be
effective not only against today’s missiles,
but also against those that could reason-
ably be expected to be developed to
counter such a defense system. Any even-
tual system will likely consist of layers, us-
ing different concepts and technologies,
designed to respond first to ballistic mis-
siles in the highly vulnerable boost phase,
:hen in the fong mideourse phase, and fi-
nally during initial reentry into the very
high atmosphere.

I beheve it will 1ake five or six yeans
of R&D to bring us to the point where we
can make the critical decisions about any
actual development or deployment of real
systems. There will be understandable
temptations—and pressures—to  move
quickly to near-term deployment of what-
ever is the best technology we have avail-
able at the tume. That would be a mistake.
We must explore high-risk, high-payotf
ideas, which have historically been the
backbone of U.S. technological suprem-
acy. And even more important, we must
weave those ideas into a smooth transition
of both policy and technology. If there is
any onc policy arca in which I would in-
vite bright voung minds 1o work the hard-
est, s i the area of this transition.

At the same ume we have to guard
against  understandable  tendencies of
scientists and engineers (o become so fas-
cinated with the research process that they
never get out of that stage. Seeretary of
Defense Weinberger has  defined  the
proper balance—building the defense
initiative around a progressive series of
subsystem demonstrations of evolving
capabilities. Each of these demonstrations
would entail a militarily meaningful tech-

nology, a building-block piece that would
not broach treaty limitations.

But just as such activines would not
violale existing treaties, however, neither
would they by themselves demonstrate
complete and workable ABM  systems,
Actual systems involve complex inter-
weaving  of surveillance, acquisition,
tracking, and Kkill-assessment; directed-
energy and conventional weapons; battle-
management systems and their internet-
ting hardware and software; support sys-
tems and subsystems, such as power; and
C'l. But were 1 advising senior Soviet
planners, | would observe that demon-
strations of the components in these arcas
showed critical parts of an effective de-
fense were well in hand.

At this point, 1 should re-emphasize
that in every national defense strategy or
action the president’s overriding objective
has been that of drastic reduction of of-
fensive nuclear arms—especially ICBMs.
In this case, the prospect of an effective
future defense capability, coupled with
the Strategic Modernization Program, be-
gins for the first time to clamp down upon
the heretofore unchallenged Soviet use of
the ICBM as their preeminent weapon of
strategic war. For example, Soviet efforts
in the late 1970s resulted in an SS-18 de-
plovment whose capacity to inflict dam-
age on the United States is simply stagper-
ing. The SS-18 has gone unchatlenged, se-
cure in its modernized silo against which
our own Minuteman presently has reia-
tively little effeetiveness. On the other
hand, the SS-18’s offensive punch has
caused consternation in our own strategic
planning circles.

The existing SS-18 fleet alone (only
half their ICBM capability) can carry nine
times the total payload of the planned
MX. As a result, not only are all our
strategic, industrial, and socioeconomic
assets at naked risk, but 85%-90% of our
present [CBMs are also vulnerable to first
strike. We  examined  (unsuccessfully)
more than 34 basing modes tor our future
1CBA S =-all in an attempt to cope with the
SS-1R's ability to throw the kitchen sink at
us. Conversely, the oaly U.S, weapon that
could cffectively attack the $S-18 in the
cvent of war, the MX, is embroiled in a
domestic political battle for its life.

That is the problem in a nutshell.
Soviet ICBMs, as represented by the SS-
18, are relatively secure from attack,
threaten U.S. ICBMs (and all other
targets), and are today unstoppable once
launched. Small wonder the Soviets have
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six years of R&D to
bring us to the
point where we can
make the critical
decisions about an
actual development
or deployment of
real systems.”




Gaorge A. Keyworth 11, sc1-
e advisar (o the president

| and director of the Office of
Science and Technology Pol-
icy wince (981, oversaw faser
fusion work at the Los Ala-
mos Saentihic Lab when he
headed the experimental phys-
s division.

However well-intentioned the freeze
and disarmament advocates, freezing the
present situation into permancence cannot
produce stability. Present START and
build-down proposals would begin the
long road to lessened tensions in the near-
term. But the American people feel them-
sehves trapped in a dilemma. On the one
side, the advocates  of maintaining the
purity of offensive standoft ask that we
believe this situation can go on for an in-
determinate period of time. On the other
side, the advocates of total disarmament
would have us believe that not only could
we negotiate such a total weapons ban,
but that neither side would cheat—at all.
Facing either extreme as one’s only hope
for the future was unacceptable to the
president. He wanted his successors to
have further options.

In his March 23 speech of last year,
the president expressed a deep-felt sense
of obligation. The universe may not owe
us an existence. But as president, he feels
he owes us a greater sense of future than
that portrayed in “‘“The Day After.” The
president feels strongly that restoring
hope in that future is critically dependent
upon developing the means by which mu-
tual security in this nuclear age does not
depend solely upon the threat of instant,
and irrevocable, retaliation. In this light
he issued a challenge to the technical and
strategic policy communities to begin such
an effort. In so doing the president knew
full well that in even suggesting such an
investigation he was departing from es-
tablished dogma. Neither was he unaware
that there were ‘‘formidable technical
tasks...that may not be accomplished be-
fore the end of this century.’” But the
President has taken the view that *‘current
technology has attained a level of sophis-
tication where it is reasonable to begin
this effort.”” I agree.

It is important to stop here and re-
consider exactly what the president pro-
posed...and did not propose. The presi-
dent did not propose a system. Neither
did lic propose an attempt to repackage
traditional ballistic missile defense ot si-
los, not create a star-wars fantasy. He did
proposc a very basic idea—one which he
had thought about for some time, and
whase consideration had been made pos-
sible by only recent advances in several
technologics.

For more than five months, there-
fore, some 50 of cur nation’s best techni-
cal minds—in the panel chaired by former
NASA Administrator James C. Flet-
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cher—closeted themselves, called in hur-
dreds more national technical experts,
and devoted their efforts aimost exclus-
ively to the president’s challenge. In the
end, they concluded it was not an unreal-
istic goal and probably could be done. But
at the same time they cautioned that it will
require a national will and long-naul com-
mitment that this country has sometimes
found hard to maintain.

The basis for their optimism, how-
ever, is our tremendously broad techmcal
progress over the past decade and in some
specific areas, over the past year or so.
Consider the progress we have been secing
in information processing, a technology
absolutely critical for any fast-response
system. Ten years ago it would have been
pointless to talk about the kinds of data-
transfer rates we routinely use today. Our
high-speed processing capabilities then
were relatively rudimentary. Ten years
ago we were not even thinking of anything
as ambitious as a 16K computer memory
chip. For the past year the phone com-
pany has been installing 256K chips in the
field; a major home computer company is
about to release a unit with simitar ¢a-
pacity priced under $500; and an adven-
turous research group is now talking
about having 4-megabit memory chips
available within a few ycars. Such ad-
vances in data processing change not only
information-transfer technologics, but ull
other technologies as well—quickly.

In related areas we have achieved
truly incredible advances in our ability to
use satellites for navigation, for commun-
ications, and for reconnaissance. At the
same tiie, our knowledge of how to both
hide and protect these assets has increased
remarkably. As might be expected, we re-
gard survival of our space-based systems
as key to any cventual success. To say that
we would be satusfied with today's stand-
ards would subject us to justifiable criti-
cism. To say that we have good reason to
chart our progress in these arcas and pro-
jeot satisfactory capabilities, however, is
correct, In either case, this 1y one are in
which T would mvite bright voung nunds
to provide tresh and new wdeas,

In another, totally different technol-
ogy, we have also seen recent acvances
that permit us to compensate for the at-
mospheric breakup of laser beams. That
has been a major obstacle to the possible
use of long-range laser defenses. New
laser technigues, along with mirrors in
space that could be formed as phased
arrays and pointed using high-speed clec-




If we can reduce the effectiveness of the ICBM, we make it
far easier to negotiate its reduction and eventual elimination

recognized as precarious in the long run,
At first we minimized our risks by deliber-
ately pushing the ante very high: mutual
assured destruction; and by keeping the
equation of state down to that of a two-
body problem: the U.S. vs. the USSR. As
time went by and more players entered the
game, we maintained the equation’s sim-
plicity by combining the ecmerging nuclear
powers into two power blocks, NATO and
the Warsaw Pact. As systems became
more f{lexible, theoretical gambits other
than mutually assured destruction became
available to planners. But the end game is
that in ali of these scenarios there re-
mained catastrophic destruction.
Through the *50s and '60s, strategic
stability was presumed by the West and
based on a great preponderance of power.
But there has been increasing realization
by the American people that our superior-
iy has quietly vanished. replaced by o
rough parity with the nuclear forees of the
Soviet Union. However, not only has par-
ity (some say Soviet superiority) not
brought the promised stability, but new
players, new weapons, and new options
have entered the scene, and our adversar-
ies have changed the *‘rules’ by which we
previously assured ourselves of security.
In the end, though, we were willing to fol-
low the precepts of our national leader-
ship on the trust that true solutions would
begin to evolve—if only given time.
Although reliance on a traditional
(but modernized) offensive deterrent will
continue to serve (must serve) for the
most immediate future, Americans have
begun o realize very little has changed
over the past 40 years, and they see little
evidenee of change in the tuture. There
appears to be a national ftecling that
sooner or later time will run out. F'rom
thas feeling the freeze movement takes its
roots and the cause for even unilateral dis-
armament has increased in tmpetus.,
Disarmers, however, offer no real
long-term solution, Claims have' been

by—“George A. Keywb;i-i'x 1t

Scrence Advisor to the President

made that the thresholds for catastrophic
“end-of-the-world” scenarios (**nuclear
winter,”” for example) occur at very low
detonation levels. Some say the critical
level is as small as 100 megatons; others
say a gigaton or more. The debatc rages.
Disciples of these scenarios argue this
situation as cause for disarmament. | sce
that argument as moot. Taken alonc,
scrapping even an incredible number of
weapons—say, nine out of ten—would
not reduce the weapons inventory beneath
the catastrophy-threshold conditions set
by some of my colleagues. Some disarma-
ment advocates go further to propose fo-
tal nuclear drawdown. Not only do they
then ignore realpolitik, but also the fact
that our exclusive nuclear club is not so
exclusive anymore.

Up to this point, the simplicity inher-
ent in a two-body balance provided a
great measure of international discipline
and control. But ncither we nor the So-
viets can control the nonaligned nations,
and some of those nations can only be de-
scribed as remarkably ill-disciplined.
High-ranking former officials have waved
aside this problem by simply claiming
that, if we really get serious, we can con-
trol proliferation. But if the technology
transfer we presently see from our Wes-
tern democracies is any indication of re-
lated proliferation tendencies, Third-
World entry into the nuclear arena is not
problematic, it is inevitable.

Even then, other oft-quoted experts
argue that third-party defense pacts
(wherein the U.S. or USSR pledges nuclear
retaliation against any nonaligned nation
attacking another nonaligned nation)
would provide stability. In this instance |
can confidently predict there quickly will
be no more nonaligned nations. All will
sidle up 10 one Big Brother or another,
and none will be any more disciplined
than before. The result of such an inter-
locking combination of treaties and *‘un-
derstandings’ needs little imagination.
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A sense of
chligation-
ihe Sirategic
Deﬁense

Expernimental nonnuciear interceptor
rises to meet @ misstie i this
artist’s iontage.

On March 23, 1983, the president ot the
United States set torth a challenge to the
cotuntry: to begin a concerted mvestiva-
tion ol whether it s possible o detend
against the puclear weapons of modern
war. He did this because he belicves a peo-
ple who see themselves as having no
future options, other than massive retalia-
tion, soon pereeive themselves as havine
no future at all. He did this because he be-
lieves that rigid adberence to continuing
offensive buildup as our sole means ot de-
terrence 1s, 1n fact, contrbuting to that
impression. He did this because he hnows
the technology is available, or becoming
available, with which eftfective detfenses
might be developed. He did this because
he teels a sense of obligation to give the
Amcncan people a set of Tuture options
where there cue now none, and o sense ol
hope where there s Title now percersed,
ot alimost 400 vears, two saper
powers that controlled the weapons and
delivery sestems with which (o ware nu
clear war hase tollowed a pohey of mu-
twal sucidal standott noone torm or
another —necessary hecause there wis no
other real chowee during the carly yvears.
The men who were the archrects of this
first-ueneration  deterrence,  however,
were able to combine pohiey and technol-
oey o produce a stable strategy for two
gencrations, Bt thas stabilny had 10 be
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The move away from offensive nuclear weapons as much as
possible will give the US people a hope of security in the
future.

George A. Keyworth’s article was copied from the April
1984 edition of Aerospace America and starts on the next page.
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ARTICLE THREE — “A SENSE OF OBLIGATION -~ THE STRATEGIC
DEFENSE INITIATIVE"

The article, "A Sense of Obligation -~ The Strategic
Defense Initiative,” was written by George A. Keyworth II in
April 1984. He has been Scientific Advisor to the President
and Director of the Office of Science and Technoleogy Folicy
since 1981. At Las Alamos Scientific Labratory, he headed the

Experimental Fhysics Division and oversaw laser fusion work
(8:58).

Mr. Keyworth defends President Reagan’s challenge to the
country to investigate alternatives to the current policy of
massive destruction for deterrence. As a result, his main
theme revolves around the need to find an option to massive
destruction for the security of the nation because the
American peaple are losing hope for the future. Hope for the
future has diminished because of changes in the world power
structure of the 1950s and 19&40s.

The author identifies two sources of threat that cause the
condition of lost hope: the Soviet offensive threat and the
growing nuclear threat in the third world that the US faces.
These threats may make our current strategy of massive
retaliation obsolete. Omericans’ realization of these facts
has cast a cloud over the country so that Americans feel that
the strategy of massive retaliation will scon serve no
purpose. Motivated by this understanding, Keyworth states
that President Reagan initiated his proposal for strategic
defense even though there are significant technological
challenges.

Critics throughout the past 15 years have argued against a
BMD by stating that technology was not available to reach US
goals for defense. That argument remains today., but Reagan,
Keyworth, and prominent scientists believe the technology is
available or can be obtained in the near future. The goal of
a strategic defense is not unrealistic. However, as other
authors state, Reagan’s Strategic Modernization Frogram must
continue so that an umbrella of protection can be maintained
until a BMD can be completed.

Keyworth points out that our country will continue to rely
on our strategic forces for security in the near future, but
will reduce these forces and may eliminate them if a reliable
stategic defense is built. If a strategic defense strategy is
adanted, there will be a transition from offensive weapons to
defensive weapons that will not destabilize world security.
Keyworth helieves the Soviets will shift their strategic
resources to other weapons as the US makes this transition.
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